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1. Introduction 

Helen: (…) It is such an incredibly male-dominated world, I must say, 
straight through. If you come from a forest district like I do, it's, well, 
the forest, it's the men's world. 
Emmeline: Do you feel like you are not allowed to join then or that...? 
Helen: Well, you may join, but... women does not belong in the woods 
somehow. It’s like, yeah, I think we need to go the distance there, it's a 

bit like breaking new ground. 
 
In the above interview extract, Helen, a woman forest owner and member of 
a women-only forestry network, expresses her experience of the forest and 
forestry as a male space in which women do not belong. Her statement is an 
expression of how environmental resource use is intimately intertwined with 
gendered power relations regulating people’s relationships with the environ-

ment. Such gendered power relations not only regulate access and control but 
also shape the constitution of subjectivities and the agency of the people in-
volved in environmental resource use (e.g., Elmhirst et al., 2017; Gay-Antaki, 
2016; Mollet & Faria, 2013; Rocheleau et al., 1996; Sultana, 2009, 2011; Vaz-
Jones, 2018). 

The constitution and negotiation of gendered subjectivities of people in-
volved in environmental resource use are important to understand, as their 
choices and actions have the potential to affect many people, if not everyone, 
in the current regime of global environmental degradation, biodiversity loss, 
and climate change. The way forests are governed and managed is of particu-
lar importance for these global processes, as forests are critical as carbon sinks 
and sites for fostering biodiversity. Forests are also central to human prosper-
ity through their importance for livelihoods, as well as cultural and recrea-
tional activities. 

Feminist research on gender and the environment covers a diversity of top-
ics, in which the focus on gender and forestry in the global North constitutes 
a small but growing field of research encompassing a range of thematic orien-
tations. However, much of this research shows how forestry in the global 
North is pervaded by male domination that excludes women both discursively 
and materially (e.g., Andersson & Lidestav, 2016; Andersson et al. 2018; 
Brandth et al., 2004, 2015; Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015; Johansson, 
2020; Johansson et al., 2019a, 2019b; Johansson et al., 2018; Lidestav, 2010; 
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Lidestav & Ekström, 2000; Lidestav & Berg Lejon, 2013; Lidestav & 
Sjölander 2007; Reed, 2003). 

In Sweden, forests and forestry play a significant role both culturally and 
economically. In Sweden, 69% of the land area is covered by forests, and 58% 
is productive forestland, i.e., land that is mainly used for forestry (Swedish 
University of Agricultural Sciences, Department of Forest Resource Manage-
ment, 2020). Of this productive forestland, 48% is owned by individual (non-
industrial) private forest owners, 30% is owned by private companies and 
other private owners, and 22% is owned by the state and other public owners 
(Swedish Forest Agency, 2018). Both public and private owners provide tim-
ber and raw material to the forest industry, which has both national and local 
significance. 

As in the global North generally, Swedish forestry is traditionally domi-
nated by men, masculinity, and patriarchal relations that marginalise women 
and femininity (e.g., Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015; Johansson et al., 
2019a, 2019b; Johansson et al., 2018; Lidestav & Sjölander, 2007). Neverthe-
less, there has been a change in the patrilineal forest property inheritance prac-
tice that previously favoured sons over daughters. This has led to a decisive 
increase in the number of women forest owners (Lidestav, 2010) over the last 
fifty years, from constituting 20% in 1967 (Lidestav & Ekström, 2000) to cur-
rently making up 38% of private forest owners (Swedish Forest Agency, 
2018). However, a lack of socialisation and the exclusion of women in Swe-
dish forestry (Lidestav & Ekström, 2000) led to the establishment of several 
women-only forestry networks. Since the 1990s, such networks have provided 
women forest owners with an arena in which they can give each other mutual 
support and educate themselves about forests and forestry (Andersson & 
Lidestav, 2016) through lectures, courses, excursions, and workshops. 

Parallel to these developments there has been a neoliberalisation process in 
Swedish forest policy, including a shift from government to governance. The 
motto is ‘freedom with responsibility’ (Swedish Forest Agency, 2020), and 

the current Swedish Forestry Act emphasises soft law instruments, including 
information, education, advice services and voluntariness (Appelstrand, 2007, 
2012), which grant individual forest owners great influence on how forests are 
managed. 

However, it is not only property inheritance practices and Swedish forest 
policy that have undergone major changes during the last couple of decades. 
More generally, due to neoliberal globalisation, environmental governance in 
many parts of the world has changed dramatically. Such processes have been 
discussed extensively in academia, although it has been noted that feminist 
perspectives on neoliberalised environmental governance are marginal (e.g., 
Arora-Jonsson, 2014; Bigger & Dempsey, 2018). To gain a greater under-
standing of such processes of power, a feminist perspective with an explicitly 
spatial approach is key to unpacking how dynamic social relations connecting 
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the intimate to the global (Massey, 2005) influence the constitution of subjec-
tivities. 

Forests and forestry are also closely entwined with rural life, and rurality 
has been shown to be integral to the negotiation and performance of gender 
(Little & Panelli, 2003). However, research on how gender and rurality have, 
to a large extent, focused on men’s performances of masculinities (e.g., Bell, 
2000; Brandth, 1995; Brandth & Haugen, 2000, 2005, 2016; Campbell & Bell, 
2000; Stenbacka, 2011) rather than women’s performances and femininities. 

Femininities and masculinities are not linked to either sex but can be per-
formed by both men and women, and it has been noted that women’s perfor-

mances of masculinities have been given little scholarly attention (Kazyak, 
2012). Therefore, additional analyses of the spatialities involved in (rural) per-
formances of female masculinities and femininities are important to gain fur-
ther understanding of how gendered subjectivities are negotiated and main-
tained. 

Moreover, the idea of gender equality did not truly take off in the Swedish 
forest policy discourse until roughly a decade ago, when the Ministry for Rural 
Affairs put forward its national gender equality strategy (Holmgren & Arora-
Jonsson, 2015). Since then, ‘gender equality’ has become a central concept. 

However, the concept as it is used in the forest industry builds on a business-
oriented depoliticised neoliberal notion of gender and (in)equality, and the 
acknowledgement of hegemonic power relations is largely absent in the forest 
sector (Andersson et al., 2018; Johansson & Ringblom, 2017). The responsi-
bility for achieving gender equality is largely assigned to women who are con-
structed as lacking the necessary skills and in need of transformation (Anders-
son et al., 2018; Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015). 

The depoliticised neoliberal logic framing gender and (in)equality should 
be understood as connected to the broader neoliberal postfeminist discourse 
where feminism is met with hostility and repudiated as politically extreme. 
This postfeminist discourse also entails a growing misogyny which parallels 
the notion that gender equality is already achieved and, thus, posits that there 
is no need for feminist politics and (collective) action (Banet-Weiser et al., 
2020, Scharff, 2012/2016). Furthermore, although postfeminism has been 
widely explored in academia, there has been little attention to spatialities and 
spatial power relations in postfeminist expressions (with some exceptions, 
e.g., Tan, 2014), especially in relation to women’s separate organisation and 

collective action. Thus, a feminist geographical perspective on the spatialities 
and spatial power relations in women’s collective action is essential to further 

unpack postfeminist processes. 
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Aim and research questions 
Situated within the fields of gender, environmental governance, and rural stud-
ies, I examine the gendered performances of women forest owners in women-
only networks from the perspective of feminist geography. The thesis thus 
contributes to the broader literature on gender and the environment and femi-
nist geography. More specifically, it contributes to the literature on gender, 
rurality, and forestry. The aim of this thesis is to identify and analyse women 
forest owners’ gendered performances in forestry through their engagement in 

women-only networks. To fulfil this aim, I ask the following interconnected 
research questions: 
 

1) How are gendered subjectivities negotiated and performed by women 
forest owners in the women-only networks? 

 
2) How are these performances negotiated in relation to the organisation 

of women-only networks? 
 
3) How are these performances produced and reproduced in relation to 

Swedish forest policy and governance? 
 
4) How do spatiality and spatial power relations influence these women 

forest owners’ gendered performances? 
 
Research question one is an overarching question, while the other questions 
focus on different aspects of this question. The four research questions are 
addressed in three papers that together with this comprehensive summary con-
stitute the thesis. The overarching research question (one) and research ques-
tion four are discussed and answered in all three papers. Research question 
two is also discussed and answered in all three papers, but in different ways. 
In Paper I and Paper II, I address how certain performances are enabled within 
the network spaces, while the women’s enactments of gendered subjectivities 

related to the form of collective action through women-only networks are dis-
cussed in Paper III. Finally, research question three is primarily answered in 
Paper II but also briefly addressed in Paper I.  

For an overview of which research questions that are answered in which 
papers, as well as which theories, methods, and main findings that are con-
nected to the three papers, see Table 1 (Research overview). In the paper col-
umn in the table, the papers in which the research question is mainly ad-
dressed, are bolded.   
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Table 1. Research overview 
 

RQ Paper Theories Methods Main findings 

1. I, II, 
III. 

Performativity 
theory.  

Intersectionality. 

Spatiality. 

Feminist politi-
cal ecology.  

Environmental 
governance and 
policy. 

Interviews. 

Participant 
observa-
tions. 

Textual 
analysis. 

The forest-owner women negotiate and per-
form alternative femininities and female 
masculinities to claim space and become 
recognised as legitimate forest owners. 
These performances challenge hegemonic 
masculinity and disrupt the male exclusivity 
of the category ‘the forest owner’, but the 

performances of female masculinities also 
reinforce the dominant position of masculin-
ities in relation to femininities. Additional 
findings related to RQ 1 are addressed in re-
lation to RQ 2, 3 and 4, see below. 
 

2. 
 

I, II, 
III.  

Performativity 
theory (focus on 
postfeminist per-
formances). 

Intersectionality. 

Interviews. 

Participant 
observa-
tions. 

Textual 
analysis. 

Many of the forest-owner women were re-
luctant to frame their networks as feminist 
and/or gender equality projects, which 
should be understood as an expression of a 
postfeminist sensibility traversed by spatial 
power relations enacted within the social 
and economic space of Swedish forestry.  
 

3. I, II.  Performativity 
theory (focus on 
policy perfor-
mances). 

Intersectionality.    

Feminist politi-
cal ecology.  

Environmental 
governance and 
policy. 

Interviews. 

Participant 
observa-
tions.  

Textual 
analysis. 

Gendered forest-owner subjectivities in the 
networks were largely formed in relation to 
the discursive policy construct ‘the active 

forest owner’, a masculinist expression of 

neoliberalised Swedish forest governance 
promoting industrial timber production. The 
networks furthermore provide spaces where 
‘the active forest owner’ was negotiated to 

also include feminine-coded social and/or 
environmental values based on an ethics of 
care, challenging masculinity and neoliber-
alism.  

 
4. I, II, 

III.  
Spatiality.    Interviews. 

Participant 
observa-
tions. 

Textual 
analysis. 

The forest-owner women’s gendered perfor-

mances were permeated by spatial power re-
lations in forestry, especially connected to 
the urban-rural dichotomy. Forestry should 
be understood a social and economic space, 
in which the organisation of women-only 
networks and the women’s performances 

were strategies to claim space in forestry. 
Additionally, both global and national dis-
courses informed the micropolitics of 
women’s gender performances in forestry. 
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Thesis outline 
This study is presented in the form of a compilation thesis that consists of this 
comprehensive summary and three scientific papers discussing different as-
pects of the overall study. The full versions of the three papers are placed after 
this comprehensive summary, which is outlined as follows: In chapter one, I 
introduce the context of the study, as well as the aim and research questions 
that have guided my work. In chapter two, I review the broader field of gender 
and the environment in which the thesis is situated. The chapter then addresses 
the main areas of research: gender and rurality, Swedish forests and forestry, 
Swedish forest policy and governance, the dominant discourses on forest man-
agement in Sweden, the gendered dimensions of Swedish forestry, and finally 
women-only networks and women’s collective action in rural, agricultural 
and/or forestry contexts.  

In chapter three, I elaborate on my theoretical position. I discuss my under-
standing of gender as performative, intersectional, and spatial. I also present 
my view on gender and the environment as interconnected through the power 
relations involved in negotiations over natural resources spanning various 
scales from the intimate to the global. In relation to these issues, I explicate 
my understanding of policy and governance as processes operating in social 
interaction and influencing subjects’ behaviour. In the final section of this 

chapter, I address the discussion of materiality in feminist scholarship, as well 
as my own view of materiality as integral to embodied subjectivities. There-
after, chapter four follows, in which I present the methodology and my posi-
tion as a feminist researcher. Here, I also describe the research process, the 
methods used, and the way I analyse and present the material. 

Chapter five contains summaries of the three papers in the thesis. Following 
these summaries, there is a concluding discussion in chapter six, in which I 
return to the aim and research questions of the thesis and discuss the findings, 
which show how women in women-only forestry networks negotiate and per-
form gendered subjectivities in different ways. Finally, in chapter seven, there 
is a summary of the thesis in Swedish. 
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2. Gender and the environment 

Decades of research on the gender-environment nexus have shown that gender 
is an important category to consider when studying environmental manage-
ment and governance. The literature on gender and the environment is broad 
and encompasses a variety of topics, although in a review of this literature, 
Arora-Jonsson (2014) lists four major emergent themes. First, one important 
theme is how different groups value and understand the environment differ-
ently, including increased attention to women and marginalised groups and 
the decentring of male subjects in environmental policy. A second important 
theme encompasses property rights, economic security, and women’s unpaid 

labour in environmental work. Third, there is a theme which focus on the in-
clusion of women in environmental governance and decision-making. Finally, 
a fourth theme addresses the importance of emancipation and transformative 
struggles, including how support by outside actors may be ambiguous. 

There has been considerable theoretical development within this literature 
in recent decades. During the 1980s, the ecofeminist perspective developed, 
which in sum can be said to be a set of theories in which the oppression of 
women in patriarchy parallels the oppression of nature, drawing on diverse 
arguments of biological determinism and/or how women’s productive and ma-

ternal roles or spiritual connection to nature makes women more concerned 
about the environment than men (Somma & Tolleson-Rinehart 1997). 

Several authors have noted how the literature on gender and the environ-
ment largely has constructed women as victims or environmental protectors 
(e.g., Arora-Jonsson, 2011; Buechler & Hanson 2015; Gay-Antaki, 2016; 
Reed, 2000). It thus follows that there is a persistent assumption that increased 
participation of women will improve the conditions both for individual women 
and for environmental governance, which is problematic as the responsibility 
for sustainability is then placed on women who are also assumed to have the 
time and resources to shoulder this burden (Harris, 2009; Lind, 2002). 

However, since the 1990s, ecofeminism has been greatly criticised for its 
essentialism and universalism and for putting the burden on women to bear 
responsibility for the environment (e.g., Leach, 2007). The field has subse-
quently moved away from the tendency to treat women as a unified category 
and gender as an essentialist category and has instead employed a nonessen-
tialist conception of gender and engaged with the intersectionality of subjects 
constituted through multiple dimensions of difference and power (e.g., 
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Elmhirst, 2011b; Ge et al., 2011; Mollet & Faria, 2013; Nightingale, 2011, 
2013; Truelove, 2011). Some of this work, including my own, is part of the 
tradition of feminist political ecology, explicitly committed to addressing 
‘gendered processes underpinning the politics of resource access as well as 

the gendered agency of subjects involved in negotiations over environmental 
resources struggles’ (Elmhirst et al., 2017, p. 1137). I will return to discuss 

feminist political ecology in chapter three, where I develop my theoretical po-
sition in this study. 

Moreover, within environmental policy and practice, there has also been a 
focus on the governance of gender (i.e., how states and policies shape gender 
and gendered power relations), which in environmental governance often has 
entailed adding women to existing structures dominated by men. Thus, it has 
been pointed out that there is a need for more feminist analyses of the gender 
of environmental governance, i.e., how notions of gender difference, practice, 
and power organise institutions and governance (Arora-Jonsson, 2014). 

Additionally, it has also been noted that feminist theorizing in rural envi-
ronmental scholarship at large is still relatively marginal in the social sciences, 
although there have been great advances in certain subsections of the field, 
such as research in agrarian and development contexts, especially in the global 
south. Subsequently, there has been less attention to gender-environment dy-
namics in the global north, especially on women’s involvement in natural re-

source extraction (O’Shaughnessy & Krogman, 2011; Reed & Christie, 2009). 
Nevertheless, that there has been less attention to gender and the environment 
in the global North does not mean that such research is non-existent–this is 
hardly the case. For gender and forestry in particular, there is a growing field 
with research from different contexts in the global North, although largely 
from North America and Scandinavia. 

This literature encompasses a range of thematic orientations. For example, 
in the Canadian context, this literature addresses gendered discourses, gen-
dered representations, gendered practices and work identities in the forest sec-
tor (Mills, 2012; Reed, 2003; Reed & Varghese, 2005) and intersectional anal-
yses, including a focus on gender, class, race, sexuality, age, and space in the 
tree planting industry and sustainable forest management (Ekers, 2013; Reed, 
2010; Sweeney, 2009). In Scandinavia, some themes in the gender and for-
estry literature include discursive constructions of masculinities in the forestry 
press (Brandth & Haugen, 2000, 2005; Lidestav & Egan Sjölander, 2007), 
gender perspectives on forest management behaviour (e.g., Lidestav & 
Ekström, 2000; Lidestav & Berg Lejon, 2013), women’s separate organisation 

(Arora-Jonsson, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2010; Andersson & Lidestav, 2016; 
Brandth, Follo & Haugen, 2004, 2015), and negotiations and constructions of 
gender, (in)equality and gender mainstreaming in the forest sector (Andersson 
et al., 2018; Johansson et al., 2019a, 2019b; Johansson & Ringblom, 2017; 
Ringblom & Johansson, 2020). 
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In the following sections of this chapter, I will address the gendered aspects 
of forestry mainly in Sweden, but I will also offer some outlooks on other 
countries in Scandinavia, Europe, and North America. In the following sec-
tion, I address the broader discourse of gender and rurality, as forestry is in-
herently a rural industry. In the last three sections, I also address women’s 

collective action in relation to the environment and agriculture more broadly, 
as well as in the Swedish forestry context in specific. 

Gender and rurality 
The literature on gender and rurality partly overlaps with the literature on gen-
der and the environment. The emergence of gender and the environment stud-
ies in geography built on the feminist critique of the nature/culture binary in 
geography, which was argued to maintain the gendered power relations sub-
ordinating women. In this binary, nature and the rural landscape have been 
associated with femininity, while culture is associated with masculinity, which 
has perpetuated male dominance over nature and rural landscapes (Little, 
2002; Little & Panelli, 2003; Rose, 1993). Moreover, since the cultural turn, 
rural geography has been widely informed by feminist theory, and rural geog-
raphers have engaged extensively with gendered identities in rural contexts 
and how rurality is performed, both in connection to gender and other aspects 
of social difference (Shortall, 2016b; Woods, 2010). 
 There is no single definition of ‘rural’, and what is considered rural differs 

socially, culturally, population-wise and in scale. Some even argue that the 
distinction between ‘rural’ and ‘urban’ is not useful in postindustrial times 

(e.g., Brown & Cromartie, 2004), as the boundaries between them are blurred 
in various ways. For example, people might live in one context and work in 
another. However, different places shape the lives of people differently. The 
notions of places matter for the construction of identities (Shortall, 2016b), 
and ‘rural’ and ‘urban’ resonates with certain experiences and preconceptions 

about human communities and progress, although they are constantly created 
and recreated discursively (Woods, 2010, 2011). Nevertheless, rural life could 
be described as ‘the imagined and experienced conditions of being rural’ 

(Neustater, 2015, p. 100), although experiences of living in rural areas vary 
and the concepts ‘rural’ and ‘rurality’ are messy and fluid (Pini et al., 2014). 
 Even if there is no one rural, and women’s positions in many parts of the 

world have changed during recent decades, it appears that a hegemonic mas-
culinity has prevailed, although in different forms, in many aspects of rural 
life (Shortall, 2016a). In a review of the rural masculinities literature, Brandth 
& Haugen (2016) acknowledge that gender is socially and temporally fluid 
but identify a few major descriptions of rural masculinity. First, there is a 
strong, powerful, heroic man battling nature in his performance of masculin-
ity. Second, there is a rearticulation of this traditional physical masculinity 
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into a business-oriented masculinity. Third, there is another construction of 
rural men as inept, vulnerable, and trapped in the confinement of masculinity. 
Fourth, younger rural men also seem to have added parenting responsibilities 
to their masculinity performances. However, this does not challenge the dom-
inant forms of rural masculinity. Their review also shows that even if women’s 

changing identities could challenge dominant rural masculinities and the dom-
inant positions of men, women’s identities tend to be (re)negotiated to miti-

gate such effects. 
 Furthermore, rural men’s identities are often tied to the land and to the 

ownership of the means of production, while rural women are often discur-
sively constructed based on their marital status as farmers wives. Thus, agri-
cultural extension workers do not identify women as farmers and agricultural 
training and courses are viewed as for men. Therefore, women miss out on 
invitations to such events, which further reinforces the dominant position of 
masculinities and the subordinate role of femininities (Shortall, 2016b). 

However, research has shown how rural women in different parts of the 
world resist subordinate, traditional (hegemonic) femininities and challenge 
patriarchal relations, often by drawing on both femininity and masculinity 
(e.g., Brandth, 1994; Grace & Lennie, 1998; Keller, 2014; Liepins, 1998b; 
Pini, 2005). For example, Brandth (1994) shows how Norwegian farm women 
redefine femininity by engaging in masculine-coded agricultural work with 
machinery in a way that both challenges and draws on masculinity and tradi-
tional (hegemonic) femininity. A similar example is provided by Keller 
(2014), who shows how farming women in Wisconsin try to reshape rural 
hegemonic femininity. These women draw on both masculinity and femininity 
in their attempts to be identified as farmers and not just farmer wives. 

Nevertheless, the dominant position of masculinity in relation to subordi-
nate femininity persists (e.g., Brandth, 1994; Morris & Evans, 2001; Shortall, 
2016a), although women all over the Western world have increased their par-
ticipation in the labour market and their off-farm activities (Shortall, 2016b). 
Even if rural farm women in many cases have become the major breadwinner 
or contribute significantly to farms’ survival, farm women’s gender perfor-

mances still reinforce the dominant position of masculinity and men’s work 

identities as the farmer (Shortall, 2014). 
 Moreover, it has been suggested that the outdoors is coded as masculine, 
and the indoors as feminine (e.g., Campbell & Bell, 2000; Little & Panelli, 
2003; Brandth & Haugen, 2010, 2011), which reinforces traditional construc-
tions of masculinity and femininity. For example, when farmer couples diver-
sify their activities and include tourism, men become responsible for outdoor 
activities, and women become responsible for indoor activities (Brandth & 
Haugen, 2010, 2011). 

Furthermore, rurality and urbanity are constituted in tandem, where rurality 
holds a subordinate position to urbanity. This co-construction entails the idea 
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of progress being connected to the urban while the rural is constructed as lag-
ging behind, and consequently, rural people are constructed as less modern 
than urban people (Brandth, 2002). 

This dichotomous positioning of places and spaces is also integral to gen-
dered subjectivities. For example, rural men are constructed as traditional, un-
equal, and incapable, while urban men are constructed as equal, capable, and 
forward-looking. Rural masculinity is thus constructed as ‘the Other’ in rela-

tion to urban masculinity (Stenbacka, 2011). Similarly, rural women are por-
trayed as backward, premodern, and conservative (Pini et al., 2014), while the 
progressive feminist movement is associated with urban women (Grace & 
Lennie, 1998). The outcome of the positioning between rurality and urbanity 
in relation to the women forest owners’ performances is central to my study, 

which I address in all three papers. 
  It has also been argued that heteronormativity and a conservative view of 
the family are reinforced by the discursive distancing between rural and urban 
areas. The argument is that the romanticisation of nature, which is connected 
to rural areas and rurality, includes a notion of nature as being good for human 
health and well-being. Engaging with nature in rural areas would thus result 
in healthy relationships, in contrast to the stressful city life separated from 
nature (Little, 2007). 

Forests, forestry, and gender in Sweden 
Sweden is a country of forests. In Sweden, 69% of the land area is covered by 
forests, and roughly half of Sweden’s total territory, more exactly 58%, is pro-
ductive forestland, i.e., land that is suitable for forest production and that is 
mainly used for forestry (Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, De-
partment of Forest Resource Management, 2020). 

Forests have been crucial in Sweden’s transformation from an agrarian to 

industrial society (Beland Lindahl, 2008), and the forest sector is still an im-
portant economic industry in Sweden, both nationally and locally. Swedish 
forestry and forest products constitute the largest contribution to Sweden’s net 

exports (Swedish Forest Agency, 2014) and provide employment within for-
estry, forestry-related industries, tourism, and other forest-based sectors, such 
as industrial berry picking. Swedish forests are also important for recreational 
and social activities and contain valuable cultural heritage sites. In northern 
Sweden, forests are crucial to indigenous Sámi people and their cultural and 
economic activities, such as reindeer herding. 

Furthermore, forests are an arena for identity formation and have played a 
part in the development of nationalism and regionalism. During the early pe-
riod of industrialisation, natural resources and national parks had a key role in 
the construction of Swedish nationalism through the emergence of nature-
based tourism, such as skiing or forest walks, which came to be considered 
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national sanctities of nature. Certain landscapes became national monuments 
imbued with an aura of Swedishness and became embedded in the self-image 
of the nation as well as particular regions (Sörlin, 1999). Such nationalistic 
notions of nature still form Sweden as a community. This becomes evident, 
for example, in the idea of nature-based integration in forests for various 
groups of immigrants (Singleton, 2020). 

During the 18th century and the beginning of the 19th century, there was a 
political ambition to increase the Swedish population, in which a strategy was 
to create beneficial conditions for agriculture and the colonisation of Sápmi 
(i.e., the cultural region of the Sámi people in Fennoscandia, partly located in 
northern Sweden). Large-scale privatisations took place, and forestland was 
handed out to private settlers, especially in northern Sweden (although the 
state-led colonisation campaign of Sápmi started in the 17th century). Swedish 
colonisation and the subsequent industrialisation of forestry have severely af-
fected the possibility of practising reindeer herding in Sápmi, as industrial for-
estry practices such as clear-fellings affect reindeers’ grazing possibilities 

(Beland Lindahl, 2008). 
Currently, 48% of the productive forestland is owned by private forest own-

ers (Swedish Forest Agency, 2018), which is roughly equivalent to one-fourth 
of the total Swedish land area. Forest properties are taxed as agricultural prop-
erties that make individual private forest-owner business owners, usually in 
the form of sole proprietorships. Forest owners are self-employed (often in 
addition to other employment or sources of income) and need to keep their 
accounting in order, plan their silvicultural activity (such as thinning, clearing, 
and planting) and harvesting (if they choose to engage in timber production), 
keep track of the rights to use forest roads (sometimes plan for new ones, or 
collaborate with neighbours), and be aware of the regulations in the Forest Act 
(see the next section on Swedish forest policy and governance) and other rel-
evant legislation.  

Although forestry involves physical work, private forest owners generally 
do not engage in physical work themselves to a large degree; instead, they hire 
contractors to do the silvicultural work and harvesting (Lidestav, 2010). Even 
if some forest owners may choose to do some things themselves and hire con-
tractors for other things, a Swedish forest owner is often a business manager 
procuring services from subcontractors. Furthermore, most individual private 
forest owners in Sweden are members of forest-owner associations. These are 
membership-based economic associations operating as business-driven com-
panies profiting from directing private forest owners’ timber to the industry, 

which means that these associations have a vested interest in increased timber 
production. The associations also safeguard private forest owner members’ 

business and policy interests and provide a range of services to the members. 
These services include, for example, the execution of silvicultural activities 
and harvesting as well as training and other educational activities. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cultural_area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/S%C3%A1mi_people
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Moreover, forest properties are often inherited, and there is a strong desire 
to maintain family ownership over generations (Lidestav, 2010). The material 
conditions of Swedish forestry also make forestry a generational project by 
necessity. The cutting cycles, i.e., the time frame from which new trees are 
planted to when they are harvested, are on average 100 years (although with 
large differences between southern and northern Sweden). 
 However, private forest owners are not the only ones who have formal 
rights to use (their) private land. The Reindeer Husbandry Act grants Sámi 
Reindeer Herding Communities the right to use private land and water, and 
according to the ‘Right of Public Access’, the Swedish public has the right to 

engage in outdoor activities on private land. The multiple stakeholders with 
diverse interests have resulted in major conflicts. These conflicts involve user 
rights, how forests should be managed, and even what constitutes a forest. 

A forest can be many different things. A forest managed for industrial tim-
ber production consists of trees of the same age of the same species, which in 
Sweden often means spruce or pine monocultures with a lower degree of bio-
logical diversity.  
 

Photo: Johansson (n.d.-a) 

 
 
Figure 1. Spruce production forest. 

 
An old-growth forest is something radically different and consists of differ-
ently aged trees of different species, as well as deadwood. In southern Sweden, 
a forest is considered an old-growth forest if it is more than 130 years old (the 
average age of the trees), while in northern Sweden, the limit is 150 years. 
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Old-growth forests are generally characterised by a higher degree of biodiver-
sity than production (monoculture) forests. In Sweden, many species are con-
nected to old-growth forests, such as species dependent on dead wood or spe-
cies with life cycles that depend on older trees. Old-growth forests in Sweden 
have diminished greatly during the last hundred years. Most of the remaining 
Swedish old-growth forests are located in northern Sweden; in the south, less 
than 2% of the forest is considered old-growth (Swedish Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, 2014). 

In total, 8.7% of Sweden’s forestland and 5.2% of the productive forestland 

are permanently protected in national parks, nature reserves, and habitat pro-
tection areas (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, 2020). There are 
also long-term nature conservation agreements between landowners and the 
state, in which certain areas are protected during a specified amount of time. 
However, both formal and voluntary protection measures have resulted in 
heated debates, as private forest owners often perceive environmental protec-
tion as a negative policy of restrictions (Appelstrand, 2012). 
 

Photo: Laszlo Ambjörnsson (2013a) 

 
 
Figure 2. Protected forest with dead wood. 
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Swedish forest policy and governance 
In the Swedish Planning and Building Act, it is stated that it is a municipal 
affair to plan the use of land and water (Swedish Code of Statutes, 2010:900). 
However, this is not applied to forestry. Instead, it is the Swedish Forest 
Agency and the regional forestry boards that organise forestry and its land use 
(Stjernström et al., 2013). 

Swedish forestry is mainly regulated in the Forestry Act (Swedish Code of 
Statutes, 1979:429) and only partly impacted by the Environmental Code 
(Swedish Code of Statutes, 1998:808), which can be understood as an expres-
sion of the strong legal position of forestry. For example, management provi-
sions in the Environmental Code do not cover land-use changes within for-
estry, such as clearings. However, it is stated that the Forestry Act must take 
the public interest into consideration (Forestry Act § 1) and that the Forestry 
Act should not be implemented in such a way that it contradicts the Environ-
mental Code regulations protecting especially valuable forest habitats (Laszlo 
Ambjörnsson et al., 2016). Other (secondary) regulations of forest use are the 
Right of Public Access, which acknowledges the public rights to engage with 
outdoor activities on private land, and the Reindeer Husbandry Act (Swedish 
Code of Statutes, 1971:437), which regulates reindeer herding. 
 Furthermore, there has been a drastic shift from government to governance 
in Swedish forest policy, with major implications for forest management. This 
shift was realised through pervasive changes in the Forestry Act in 1993, 
which entailed great deregulation and was headed by the motto ‘freedom with 

responsibility’ (Swedish Forest Agency, 2020). The idea was to work with 
forest owners instead of against them, which was thought to lead to increased 
diversity and promote nature conservation (Appelstrand, 2007). 

The current Forestry Act accords forest owners great autonomy regarding 
management practices and builds on a laissez-faire approach. The adjustments 
to the Forestry Act involved a shift towards soft law instruments, such as in-
formation, education, certification, advice extension services, voluntary 
agreements, and dialogues with market actors. This approach contrasts with 
the policy instruments used prior to the revision of the Forestry Act in 1993, 
which consisted of detailed regulations, command and control monitoring, en-
forcement, and economic incentives (Appelstrand, 2007, 2012). 
 In relation to environmental protection, there is a shared responsibility be-
tween landowners and the state to ensure the preservation of environmental 
values but given the emphasis on soft law instruments in the Forestry Act, 
there is a great deal of voluntariness for forest owners to manage their forests 
in a way that preserves biodiversity. Furthermore, the Forestry Act consists of 
two supposedly equal goals: the production goal and the environmental goal. 
Their equal status was not initially seen as problematic, as the preservation of 
biodiversity was considered to be a necessary condition for high timber pro-
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duction (Appelstrand, 2007). However, Swedish forest policy has been heav-
ily criticised for its failure to achieve these goals to the same degree. It has 
been suggested that the Swedish forest governance model prioritises economic 
values (Beland Lindahl et al., 2017), and since the launch of the revised For-
estry Act in 1993, individual private forest owners have increased their timber 
production in accordance with the production goal (Lidestav et al., 2017). In 
parallel, Swedish forest policy has been heavily critiqued for not achieving the 
environmental goal and resulting in a lack of environmental consideration 
(see, e.g., Forsberg, 2012; Zaremba, 2012). There is also an inherent contra-
diction between the two goals. In essence, timber production is about inten-
tionally removing natural variation by making the ecosystem produce equally 
sized units of timber while maintaining as much variation as possible is a pre-
requisite for preserving biodiversity (Angelstam, 2001). 
 Furthermore, the shift from government to governance in Swedish forest 
policy has not happened in isolation. In relation to other capitalist countries, 
Sweden has maintained a strong commitment to the welfare state, yet neolib-
eral policies have made their mark, making Sweden a highly marketized coun-
try (Giritli Nygren et al., 2016). The deregulation, laissez-faire approach in-
cluding soft law policy instruments such as market-based solutions in the re-
vised Forestry Act, are arguably hallmarks of neoliberal governance and have 
similar traits to neoliberal forestry discourses in other Western countries (see 
e.g., McCarthy, 2005). 

Conflicting forest discourses in Sweden 
The dual goal of Swedish forest policy should also be understood as an ex-
pression of the conflicting forest discourses and discursive changes regarding 
forestry, forest management and forest protection that have taken place the 
last couple of decades (see, e.g., Beland Lindahl, 2008; Laszlo Ambjörnsson 
et al., 2016; Lisberg Jensen, 2002). Such conflicts are by no means unique to 
Sweden (Beland Lindahl, 2008) but have been articulated through place-spe-
cific social and political developments in Sweden. 
 Industrial forestry interests have been articulated through what has been 
labelled ‘the modern production discourse’, while the concerns of the envi-

ronmental movement are expressed through ‘the green environmental dis-
course’ (Lisberg Jensen, 2002). Most forest professionals and forest owners 

are trained within the framework of the production discourse (Appelstrand & 
Lidestav, 2018), which draws on Enlightenment ideals of rationality and has 
developed from the modernisation process during the 20th century, which en-
compassed visions of social and economic progress through the establishment 
of the Swedish welfare state. The production discourse also builds on a hier-
archical and dualistic view of nature and culture, where culture holds a su-
preme position in relation to nature. Nature represents chaos, which can be 
overcome by the orderliness of culture and society. Control over nature is thus 
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inherent to the modern production discourse and includes ideals of unity, mon-
ocultures, and large-scale industrial solutions (e.g., restoration, which include 
unified monoculture forests of same-age trees that will finally be harvested 
through clear-fellings, and rationalisation/mechanisation, which include 
large-scale harvesting areas, an increased use of machinery and a decreased 
labour force). For foresters (who were mainly men) shaped by the modern 
production discourse, the promises of the modernisation project were fulfilled 
through rational forestry, with the public benefit of social and economic pro-
gress. In this context, foresters became heroes of the Swedish modernisation 
project, who acted in the best interest of the nation (Lisberg Jensen, 2002), 
and masculinity and men are still strongly associated with production-oriented 
rationales in forestry (Bergstén et al. 2020). 
 

Photo: Johansson (n.d.-b) 

  
 
Figure 3. Clear-felling area with a pile of timber.  
 
In contrast, the green environmental discourse draws on the ideals of roman-
ticism, including ideas of nature as beautiful, pristine, and pure. Biological 
diversity, the preservation of nature, and multiple uses of forests are valued 
over unity and production. There is an inherent radical political critique of 
modernity and Western civilization, although such critique became increas-
ingly marginalised towards the end of the 20th century (Lisberg Jensen, 2002). 
 The modern forestry project was most supported during the 1950s and 
1960s. During the 1970s, public support decreased due to the rationalisa-
tion/mechanisation of forestry and the subsequent decrease in available jobs 
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in the sector (Lisberg Jensen, 2002). It was also during the 1970s that the en-
vironmental movement grew in Sweden, which became recognised as the 
‘green wave’ (Arora-Jonsson, 2013). During this time, the environmental cri-
tique of modern forestry primarily focused on ensuring recreational and out-
door activities in forests (such as mushroom or berry picking, hunting, and 
fishing), defending Sámi interests (e.g., securing maintenance and access to 
lichens for reindeer grazing), and preserving cultural heritage sites in the for-
est (Lisberg Jensen, 2002). 
 

Photo: Laszlo Ambjörnsson (2013b)                                                       Photo: Larsson (n.d.) 

         
 
Figure 4. Lichens on spruce.                    Figure 5. Blueberries. 
 
During the 1990s, the environmental movement started using tools and ideals 
produced in modernity, which led to a greater influence on the forest debate. 
A central concept that emerged within the green environmental discourse was 
the concept of ‘biodiversity’. Due to its origin in natural science, it was re-

garded as neutral and undisputable. The biodiversity concept thus became key 
in the forest debate as it was produced within the framework of modernity but 
symbolised both a rational value and a green ideal. It became rational and 
modern to consider biodiversity and to make environmental considerations in 
forestry. Biodiversity even came to be understood as a necessity for growth 
within forestry, which marks a discursive shift towards what is known as eco-
logical modernisation (Lisberg Jensen, 2002), i.e., a discourse where eco-
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nomic and environmental goals are seen as reconcilable and in which environ-
mental consideration is framed as a requirement for economic growth (see, 
e.g., Machin, 2019; Mol & Sonnenfeld, 2000). 
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Figure 6. Moose bull. 
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Figure 7. Hunting tower.            Figure 8. Spending time in the forest. 
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Alongside the changes in the Swedish Forestry Act in 1993 and the subsequent 
critique of the perceived superiority of production values over environmental 
values, another phase of ecological modernisation began. The environmental 
movement started to draw on capitalist rationales and use economic instru-
ments, such as boycotts and certification schemes. As these rationales and in-
struments were also formulated within the frame of modernity and the modern 
production discourse, this strategy had an impact, similar to the use of the 
biodiversity concept (Lisberg Jensen, 2002). Thus, similar to forest discourses 
elsewhere, environmental politics should thus not be thought of as separate 
from neoliberal discourses and practices, even though there is also resistance 
towards neoliberalisation trends within environmental movements (McCar-
thy, 2005). 
 Although ecological modernisation has resulted in that the modern produc-
tion discourse and the green environmental discourse are intertwined in vari-
ous ways, especially in terminology, the two conflicting discourses remain. 
Consequently, the Swedish forest debate contains struggles over values and 
meaning. Even though the importance of biodiversity and a balance between 
forest production, social, and environmental values are recognised within the 
modern production discourse, growth and forest production remain in focus 
alongside an emphasis on the importance of private ownership, voluntariness, 
flexibility, and market-based solutions. Correspondingly, the aim of protect-
ing the forest from what is perceived as the destruction of modern forestry 
remains central in the green environmental discourse, although the environ-
mental movement draws on modernity values when advocating for the use of 
market-based measures such as certification schemes (Laszlo Ambjörnsson et 
al., 2016). 

The discourse of ecological modernisation also feeds into the more recently 
emerging bioeconomy discourse in which current forestry is articulated as 
modern, sustainable, and competitive (Lidestav et al., 2019). The bioeconomy 
discourse entails a focus on innovation in (forest) biotechnology rather than 
investments in machinery to enhance profits (Pülzl et al., 2014). It also pre-
sents industrial forestry and wood-based biomass production as crucial for cli-
mate change mitigation. This argument is used to legitimise the intensification 
of forest resource use, which essentially means a ‘larger pile of timber’. How-

ever, the bioeconomy discourse sometimes entails other values as well, in-
cluding tourism, hunting, or green products, in addition to the pile of timber 
(Lidestav et al., 2019, p. 318). 

Gender (in)equality in the Swedish forestry sector 
Forestry is dominated by men, masculinity, and patriarchal relations where 
women and femininity are marginalised, both in Sweden (e.g., Holmgren & 
Arora-Jonsson, 2015; Johansson et al., 2019a, 2019b; Johansson et al., 2018; 
Lidestav & Sjölander, 2007) and in other forestry contexts in the global North, 
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such as Norway (e.g., Brandth & Haugen, 2005) and Canada (e.g., Reed, 
2003). 

While ‘gender equality’ emerged as a dominant discourse in Sweden in the 

1990s (Rönnblom, 2002), it entered the Swedish forest policy arena much later 
and truly took off when the Ministry for Rural affairs put forward its national 
gender equality strategy, ‘Competitiveness requires gender equality’ in 2011 

(Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015). The aim of this gender equality strategy 
is to increase the competitiveness of the Swedish forestry sector and ensure 
that men and women have the same opportunities in terms of work, forest 
ownership and profitmaking (Swedish Ministry for Rural Affairs, 2011). The 
strategy acknowledges that gender inequality is a problem, mainly from a 
business perspective, as it causes difficulties in attracting competent workers, 
but also because it indicates policy failure (Appelstrand & Lidestav, 2018). 
Gender equality is thus not an end in itself but rather a means to achieve eco-
nomic gains and has thus moved from the political to the economic sphere 
(Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015). 

This business-oriented depoliticised neoliberal notion of gender (in)equal-
ity has become central to the Swedish forest discourse, which is expressed not 
only in state policy but also in gender mainstreaming projects in forestry or-
ganisations (Andersson et al., 2018; Johansson & Ringblom, 2017). However, 
this is not unique to Swedish forestry, and many gender mainstreaming pro-
jects have been argued to draw on neoliberal ideas, ultimately enabling the 
extension of markets (Bacchi & Eveline, 2003), as neoliberalism is argued to 
have no interest in equality in itself (Brown, 2006). 

While part of the problem of gender inequality is ‘constructed as “a lack of 

women” rather than male domination’ (Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015, 
242), women are also constructed as inherently different from men, where 
they are supposed to contribute with their Otherness, including new ideas, 
norms, and values (Lidestav & Sjölander, 2007). For example, Appelstrand 
and Lidestav (2018) have suggested that women could enable a change from 
the masculine timber-production norm towards a more nature-oriented holistic 
approach. However, women in forestry are primarily constructed as lacking 
the right competences and, thus, requiring transformation through education 
(Andersson et al., 2018; Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015) to become pro-
duction-oriented entrepreneurs (Appelstrand & Lidestav, 2015; Holmgren & 
Arora-Jonsson, 2015) and equal to men in that respect. Gender equality thus 
becomes an issue of conforming women to the masculine production paradigm 
and to make them interested in timber production and harvesting (Follet et al., 
2017, Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015), which is economically beneficial 
for the Swedish forest sector. 

The acknowledgement of hegemonic power relations is largely absent in 
the understanding of gender and gender inequality in the forest sector, which 
limits the possibility of structural change (Andersson et al., 2018). Instead, the 
responsibility of achieving equality is placed on individual women instead of 
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acknowledging men’s domination (Andersson et al., 2018; Holmgren & 

Arora-Jonsson, 2015), which should also be understood as part of the wider 
neoliberal postfeminist discourse that encourages women to compete individ-
ually rather than organise collectively (Berglund et al., 2018). If men’s role in 

inequality is acknowledged, it is in connection to prejudiced old men who are 
contrasted to the rest of the (supposedly) women-friendly forestry sector (Jo-
hansson et al., 2019b). 
 However, even this depoliticised gender equality discourse is contested. It 
has been shown how male forestry professionals perceive attempts to increase 
women in forestry as affirmative action that disrupts meritocratic principles 
(Johansson et al., 2019b). Nevertheless, women forestry professionals experi-
ence themselves as questioned and disadvantaged in their work (Johansson et 
al., 2019a), and during the #MeToo movement, numerous testimonies from 
women in the forest sector were published on Instagram under the hashtag 
#slutavverkat (meaning ‘clear-felled’). These testimonies revealed wide-

spread harassment and sexualised male control that undermined women’s 

power and reminded them ‘that they are first and foremost a representation of 

women, rather than of forestry professions and knowledge’ (Johansson et al. 
2018, p. 419). Similarly, gender inequalities and masculine domination in-
volving men’s sexist behaviour towards women also predominate in Swedish 

forestry education (Grubbström & Powell, 2020). 

The masculinisation of Swedish forests 
Forest work has not always been dominated by men. Prior to the industriali-
sation of Swedish forestry, the forest was also a domain for women, mainly 
through their work with livestock grazing in forest pastures (Flygare, 1999). 
When the practice of forest grazing ceased, women’s presence in forest activ-

ities became much more limited, encompassing activities such as berry and 
mushroom picking (Götebo, 1996). Additionally, women’s presence in forests 

has not always been acknowledged and has instead been made invisible. 
Women have, for example, been involved in forestry as cooks and maids (Jo-
hansson, 1994), and during the second half of the 20th century, many young 
unmarried women had seasonal employment in forestry, e.g., engaging in 
planting work, while men were mainly involved in logging (Lindroos et al., 
2005). This division of labour largely remains in Sweden (Lidestav, 2010, 
Lidestav et al., 2011) as well as in many parts of Europe (Follo et al., 2017). 
 The construction of the forest as men’s domain took off during the 1800s. 

It partly involved an increased individualisation of property rights, often by 
dividing collectively owned forest properties into individual ownerships. This 
process not only led to a view of individual ownership as crucial for forest 
management but also reinforced men’s dominant position in forestry by con-

solidating property rights as belonging to men (Arora-Jonsson, 2013). 
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During the late 19th century and the first half of the 20th century, forestry’s 

association with masculinity was shaped by the conditions of forestry and log-
ging practices, in which a large part of the male population was involved dur-
ing the winter. This work rendered payment and status based on performance 
and productivity, which offered a certain freedom for landless male forestry 
workers who otherwise were bound up in social, power-laden relationships 
with landowners. As forestry workers, they could gain both social and eco-
nomic status through their performance of physical power in transforming na-
ture by manual logging. These practices in an (almost) all male context con-
solidated forestry as the domain of men and contributed to the construction of 
a modern forestry masculinity based on physical strength (Johansson, 1994). 
 As a result of the rationalisation and mechanisation of forestry, including 
the introduction of the chainsaw in the 1950s, there was no longer the same 
requirement of physical strength in forestry work (Ager, 2014), yet a tough 
rural blue-collar forestry masculinity expressed in physical work is still central 
in Scandinavian forestry, although today it co-exists with an urban, white-col-
lar, business-oriented, managerial forestry masculinity (Brandth & Haugen, 
2000, 2005). Nevertheless, the ideal forester is constructed as a hard-working 
man controlling nature (Lidestav & Sjölander, 2007) who carries out most of 
the forestry work himself. However, due to technological developments in 
forestry, the trend for private forest owners is to hire contractors to perform 
the harvesting and silvicultural activities that were previously done by male 
owners (Lidestav, 2010). 
 

Photo: Marko (n.d.) 

 
 
Figure 9. Chainsaw and safety helmet. 
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Photo: Johansson (n.d.-c) 

    
 
Figure 10. Thinning with harvester. 

Gender divisions in Swedish forestry 
The number of private women forest owners in Sweden has increased in the 
last couple of decades, mainly due to the change in the patrilineal forest prop-
erty inheritance tradition, which previously benefited sons over daughters. 
This has resulted in women taking over more forest properties during genera-
tional successions (Lidestav, 2010). Currently, 38% of Swedish private forest 
owners are women (Swedish Forest Agency, 2018), compared to 20% in 1967 
(Lidestav & Ekström, 2000). Similarly, the number of women forest owners 
has also increased in other parts of Europe and the U.S. (Follo et al., 2017; 
Butler et al., 2017). 

Nevertheless, forest properties are intergenerational projects, and Lidestav 
(2010) argues that knowledge and identity connected to gender often influence 
who is identified as the legitimate heir. This means that men are still more 
likely to inherit forest properties than women. However, within the group of 
forest owners, women more often acquire their properties through inheritance 
or as a gift (instead of waiting for an inheritance, forest properties are some-
times gifted to the heirs in advance) than men, who more often become forest 
owners by buying their forest properties from their parents (Andersson et al., 
2010, Lidestav, 2010). Lidestav (2010) reasons that the decreased need for 
physical strength and the practice of hiring contractors could favour women’s 
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inheritance positions overall. However, she also acknowledges that an in-
creased focus on market-oriented timber production could increase the com-
petition between female and male heirs and thus lead to a subordination of 
women’s interests. 
 Lidestav and Berg Lejon (2013) have shown that the percentage of for-
estland owned by women has increased, but on average, women forest owners 
still own smaller properties compared to men. Moreover, they more often co-
own their properties, in contrast to men, who, to a larger extent, own their 
forest properties individually. In regard to the gender divisions in shared prop-
erties, Lidestav and Nordfjell (2005) show that of the Swedish forest-owner 
women, 39% share their forest property with their spouse, 36% own their for-
est properties jointly with one or several relatives, and 20% own their proper-
ties individually. Furthermore, Swedish forest owners are on average in their 
50s (Lidestav et al., 2017), and women forest owners who own individually 
are on average a couple of years older than male forest owners who own indi-
vidually. This is suggested to be an effect of women surviving their spouses 
and thus becoming individual owners after the loss of their partners (Lidestav 
& Berg Lejon, 2013). 

Lidestav (2010) argues that co-ownership is becoming increasingly more 
common, both between spouses and between close relatives. She contends that 
permitting siblings to co-own their inherited forest properties allows for prop-
erties to remain intact while simultaneously conforming to gender equality 
ideals. Moreover, in joint ownership arrangements, Andersson et al. (2010) 
show that men consider themselves to be responsible for both decision-mak-
ing and the practical work in the forest. Women state that they either share the 
responsibilities or let the main responsibility be assumed by the man or men 
in their joint ownership.  

 Self-activity is also strongly related to knowledge about forestry, and 
women forest owners perform less practical forestry tasks than men 
(Häggqvist et al., 2014). In addition, forestry knowledge is gendered in several 
other ways, which contributes to the exclusion of women in forestry. Women 
are not socialised into forestry to the same degree as men (Häggqvist et al., 
2014; Lidestav & Ekström, 2000); for example, Lidestav and Ekström (2000, 
pp. 378-379) contend that ‘forestry knowledge is less often transferred from 
fathers to daughters than from fathers to sons and very seldom from mothers 
to children of either sex’. Women forest owners also attend fewer courses and 

training events than men, and they consider themselves less knowledgeable of 
forestry than male forest owners (Follo, 2008; Häggqvist et al., 2014; Lidestav 
& Ekström, 2000).  
  Generally, Swedish forest owners garner most of their income from em-
ployment outside of their forest properties (Lidestav, 2010), and many forest 
owners in Sweden and in the rest of Europe live away from their forest prop-
erties. In Sweden, women forest owners less often reside close to their forest 
property than male forest owners (Follo et al., 2017), and such non-resident 
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forest owners, which constitute approximately one-fourth of the Swedish for-
est owners, often reside in urban areas (Lidestav & Nordfjell, 2005; Nordlund 
& Westin, 2011). Resident forest owners more strongly value economics and 
forest production compared to non-resident forest owners, in all likelihood 
because it constitutes a more substantial part of their income. However, there 
is a larger difference between women and men in this regard, where women 
forest owners more strongly value ecological, recreational, and social aspects 
of their forests (Nordlund & Westin, 2011; Umaerus et al., 2019), even if men 
and women are equally interested in timber production. Women forest owners 
are also more interested in forest-related business opportunities in tourism and 
health/rehabilitation (Umaerus et al., 2019). 

In contrast, it has been shown that women forest owners in Finland adapt 
their preferences in management and nature conservation to the gendered or-
der of hegemonic forestry masculinity, which is oriented towards forest pro-
duction. Consequently, these women do not identify with environmentalism 
(Vainio & Paloniemi, 2013). Similarly, Reed (2000) discussed how Canadian 
women in forestry, or from forestry communities, support conventional for-
estry and take stands against environmental activism. 

Nevertheless, it has also been argued that the emergent bioeconomy dis-
course, when including a wider set of values such as tourism, hunting, and 
green products in addition to timber production, could possibly challenge the 
gendered order of hegemonic masculinity connected with the timber produc-
tion dogma in forestry (Lidestav et al., 2019). 

Women-only networks and collective action  
To organise separately is a strategy for women to become visible in a context 
where they are marginalised and invisible (Shortall, 2016b). However, organ-
ising separately also further reinforces their position as outsiders in the (male-
dominated) context they wish to be a part of (Brandth, Follo & Haugen, 2015; 
McVay, 2016). Women-only networks in agriculture and forestry have re-
ceived some scholarly attention in several global North contexts. For example, 
Shortall (1994) discusses the Canadian Farm Women’s movement, and Sireni 

(2015) explores the agendas of rural women’s organisations promoting 

women’s contribution to agriculture in Finland. Several authors have dis-
cussed women’s agricultural organisations and networks in Australia and their 

work to promote the recognition of women in agriculture (e.g., Grace & Len-
nie, 1998; Liepins, 1998a, Panelli, 2007). 
 In Scandinavian forestry, it has been shown how women-only networks 
provide important spaces for women to articulate their needs and interests 
(Andersson & Lidestav, 2016; Arora-Jonsson, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2010; 
Brandth & Haugen, 2004, 2015). Arora-Jonsson (2004, 2005, 2010) shows 
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how Swedish rural women constructed a separate space where they could dis-
cuss wider concerns connected to development activities within their commu-
nity rather than only addressing forest management in isolation as in male-
dominated mainstream organisations. Thus, she argues that mainstream or-
ganisations need to relate to other structures that represent particular interests 
to create equitable and inclusive natural resource management. 

Andersson and Lidestav (2016) have studied the strategies, functions, and 
positions of a selection of networks for women in Swedish forestry, including 
how the networks relate to the concepts of gender and gender equality in the 
context of gender mainstreaming in the forest sector. They also show that the 
networks empowered their members, expanded discursive space, and created 
counterpublics in which the women could formulate alternative discourses 
based on their experiences. 

Brandth, Follo, and Haugen (2004, 2015) studied the Norwegian national 
network ‘Women in Forestry’ (Jenter i Skogsbruket). They discuss how the 
network deals with universality and particularity in their efforts to increase 
women’s influence and participation in forestry. The women in the Norwegian 

network either have to adhere to a supposedly gender-neutral universality (in 
the male context of forestry) or acknowledge the construction of women as 
particular carriers of femininity and difference, which adds to the universal 
(masculine) norm. The Norwegian women’s network drew simultaneously on 
both of these strategies, although their long-term goal was to become universal 
and make gender an irrelevant category in forestry. However, to draw on their 
particularity was the price they paid to become visible in male-dominated for-
estry. 

Women’s networks in the Swedish policy discourse 
Voluntary associations have a prominent role in Swedish rural policy and mul-
tilevel governance, as they are assumed to contribute to democratic develop-
ment. Engaging in associations is also seen as beneficial for individuals, as it 
enables them to learn and promote their interests (Arora-Jonsson, 2017). 
 In line with this tradition, women’s groups were encouraged and supported 

during the 1980s and 1990s. In the 1989s, the ‘Women’s group’, which was 

part of the official delegation for sparsely populated areas (Glesbygdsdelega-
tionen), launched an action programme that resulted in a network called ‘Fe-

male Power’ (Kvinnokraft) connected to the Swedish National Rural Devel-
opment Agency (Glesbygdsverket). This network was supposed to ‘strengthen 

women’s groups and networks in rural and sparsely populated areas’ (Hudson 

& Rönnblom, 2007, p. 50). 
 The public discourse on the importance of women’s groups also influenced 

the business world. Several business-oriented women’s groups were estab-

lished during this time, e.g., ‘Women Can’ (Kvinnor kan), a lobby organisa-
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tion that aims to strengthen women’s positions in business and entrepreneur-

ship, was established in 1984, and ‘Queen of Diamonds’ (Ruter Dam), a men-

tor programme for women executives in the business sector, was founded in 
1987, followed by the establishment of other business-oriented and entrepre-
neurial women’s groups in the 1990s. Women’s entrepreneurialism also came 

into focus for government policy and the government authorities that were 
established to promote growth and innovation, i.e., The Swedish Agency for 
Business and Technology Development (Närings- och teknikutvecklingsver-
ket, NUTEK) that was established in 1991 (although now replaced by The 
Swedish Growth Agency, ‘Tillväxtverket’ established in 2009), and Sweden’s 

Innovation Agency (‘Vinnova’), established in 2001. These developments 

also influenced the narrative of feminism, which also became more noticeable 
in mainstream discourse during the 1990s. This influence has resulted in the 
neoliberal framing of feminism in which entrepreneurialism, ownership, and 
individualism have become dominant elements, which also resonates in Swe-
dish gender equality policies (Wottle & Blomberg, 2011) 
 Furthermore, in 1993, regional resource centres for women were created, 
from which women and women’s groups could apply for funding for different 

projects and training. The idea was that these activities would strengthen 
women’s positions in society and increase their influence in the respective 

regions. However, the overall policy discourse surrounding these centres con-
structed women as passive and in need of support and reinforced stereotypes 
of rural women as extra subordinated. Then, in 1997, several of the Swedish 
County Administrative Boards discontinued their resource centres as emer-
gent gender mainstreaming discourses, and the government mainstreaming 
strategy (to integrate gender equality as a horizontal goal in all political areas 
and policies), made the targeting of women considered as passé (Hudson & 
Rönnblom, 2007). 

Gender mainstreaming is currently widely considered to be the most mod-
ern approach to achieve gender equality. In theory, it directs attention to struc-
tures and practices that result in inequalities instead of focusing on individu-
als. However, it often has an inherent business agenda that is problematic from 
a feminist perspective, and there is a large gap between policy rhetoric and the 
empirical reality (Shortall, 2015). Gender mainstreaming may be transforma-
tive in theory, but in practice, ‘it has tended to make women the subject of 

change, where the goal is to fit women in the status quo rather than transform 
the status quo’ (Shortall & Bock, 2015, p. 663). 
 The Swedish gender mainstreaming policy is no different from these 
broader patterns in which women become the subject of transformation. Gen-
der mainstreaming in Swedish regional policy is strongly interrelated with ne-
oliberal political trends where women are ‘constructed as lacking what it takes 

to produce sustainable regional growth’ (Rönnblom, 2005, p. 164). Following 

the discontinuation of the regional resource centres for women, the subsequent 
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policy texts framed gender equality in terms of numbers and women’s em-

ployment or entrepreneurship, in which women are either constructed as lack-
ing and in need of help or as contributing with their particularity (Hudson & 
Rönnblom, 2007). 

Tensions around feminism 
Both in and beyond Sweden, the idea of safe spaces for women (and minori-
ties) is promoted in feminist environments, and separate spaces for women 
have recently been revived. However, women-only spaces are also met with 
hostility or astonishment that such spaces are (still) needed, as gender equality 
is assumed to already be achieved (Lewis et al., 2015). 
 Several authors have noted that there is an ambivalence towards feminist 
articulations of rural women’s collective action in agriculture and forestry, 

which is also one of the major themes I discuss in this thesis (see Paper III on 
how many women in the networks were reluctant to politicise their collective 
action). Arora-Jonsson (2009) finds that there is unease about organising as 
women in relation to rural development and resource management (in Swe-
den), as the need for a women-only space disturbs imagined gender harmony 
and unveiled inequality. The women’s group she studied were resisted in their 
village, and the women themselves were ambiguous towards organising sep-
arately. The rhetoric of gender equality is pervasive in Sweden and includes 
the nationalistic idea that Sweden is already equal, which makes it difficult to 
question inequalities. The women also saw themselves as strong and equal to 
men and did not position themselves as disadvantaged or victimized, as ac-
knowledging discrimination could amount to losing ‘power in a system in 

which everyone is supposed to be equal’ (Arora-Jonsson, 2009, p. 225). 
Andersson and Lidestav (2016) note that, although the women’s networks 

in their study were a result of women’s exclusion in Swedish forestry, political 

articulations of gender and inequality were contested in the groups, and Little 
(2006) maintains that the discussions in farm women’s organisations remained 

conservative and did not reflect a radical position in terms of feminism. 
This rejection of feminism in women’s collective action in agriculture, for-

estry, or other rural settings has been suggested to be connected to the rural-
urban dichotomy and the feminist movement’s association with urbanity and 

urban women. For example, Brandth and Haugen (2004, 2015) describe how 
the Norwegian national network for women in forestry actively seeks alliances 
with men and avoids being labelled feminist, as it has a negative connotation 
in rural settings. Similarly, Leach (2015) shows how rural women activists 
selectively identify as feminists due to the negative connotations of feminism 
in rural spaces. Moreover, Grace and Lennie (1998) show how the feminist 
label is problematic for rural farm women in Australia; farm women rejected 
the victim stereotype attached to them in the rural-urban dichotomy and urban 
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articulations of feminism, which led them to reject feminist framings of their 
activities. 

However, in her discussion of the Canadian Farm Women’s Network, 

Shortall (1994) argues that this group should be understood as a feminist so-
cial movement (in addition to their framing as a farmer and community 
group), despite the member’s resistance towards a feminist framing. She sug-

gests that this resistance stems from feminism’s perceived hostility towards 

men, which is problematic in a system relying heavily on cooperation, such as 
agriculture. However, she maintains that, as feminism is about liberating 
women, the group’s effort to achieve change for women in agriculture makes 

them feminist. 
Furthermore, it has been argued that it is not surprising that women’s ac-

tivism has taken different forms in rural and urban areas, given that the indus-
trial revolution resulted in a separation of the home and work in urban areas, 
whereas the home and work remained more integrated in resource-dependent 
industries such as agriculture (Machum, 2015). However, while the changes 
brought about by the industrial revolution may constitute one important aspect 
of rural women’s rejection of feminism, I argue in this thesis (see Paper III) 

that the women forest owners’ reluctance to politicise their collective action 
is an expression of a wider ‘postfeminist sensibility’ (coined by Gill, 2007) 

intertwined with spatial power relations. Postfeminism is a hegemonic sensi-
bility, or discursive regime, connected to the neoliberalisation of contempo-
rary culture, which also extends to the construction of subjectivities (Gill et 
al., 2017) and involves the rejection of feminism in several ways. It frames 
feminism as extreme, which results in feminism being met with hostility or 
unease. The postfeminist regime also includes the notion that feminism is no 
longer needed, as gender equality has supposedly already been achieved. Fi-
nally, the postfeminist rejection of feminism is also reinforced by neoliberal 
individualist discourses that are incompatible with feminist collective strug-
gles (Scharff, 2012/2016). 
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3. Theoretical position 

In this chapter, I present my theoretical position, which has formed my work 
throughout the research project. This position includes my poststructural fem-
inist understanding of gender as relational, spatial, embodied, situated, per-
formative processes that inextricably intersect with other forms of social dif-
ference. I address my view on spatiality and how people’s relationships with 

the environment are bound up in spatial power relations connected over dif-
ferent scales. Additionally, I discuss how I conceive (environmental) policy 
and governance as lived processes realised in the social domain. Finally, I ad-
dress the discussion of materiality in feminist scholarship and my view of ma-
teriality as integral to embodied subjectivities. 

Performativity and gender performances 
I draw on performativity theory, which comes from the poststructural feminist 
tradition. Gender is conceptualised as a process in which subjectivities are 
created discursively rather than as an expression of an overarching structure. 
The idea of subjectivities stems from the Foucauldian tradition (e.g., Foucault, 
1971) and its approach to power, and under this approach, the focus is on the 
discursive formation of subjects rather than the subject’s agency. However, 

within poststructural feminism and performativity theory, Judith Butler (e.g., 
1990, 1993, 1997, 2004), who is a central theorist, theorizes gendered subjec-
tivities as performed. Unlike Foucault, she also acknowledges the agency of 
the subject. She argues that although gender performances are controlled 
through norms and socialisation, the subject is still an active agent who can 
exercise resistance (with a social cost) and achieve change. The subject is thus 
not reduced to passively reproducing gender but is also active in the construc-
tion of gender (Butler, 1990). 

Originating from linguistics and speech act theory, performativity is a con-
cept that Butler uses to explain how gender is constructed and performed. 
‘Gender performances’ refers to the idea that gender is something continu-
ously done in social practices rather than something that subjects are or have 
and that these performances are based on norms of femininity and masculinity. 
Being a woman or a man is thus something subjects become through daily 
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practices, which are consolidated and naturalized over time. Gender thus ex-
ists in actions and is confirmed through actions, which in turn build social and 
historical constructed norms that govern what is considered feminine and mas-
culine. In her own words, Butler argues that ‘gender is the repeated stylization 

of the body, a set of repeated acts within a rigid regulatory frame which con-
geal over time to produce the appearance of substance, of a “natural” kind of 

being’ (Butler 1990, p. 33). Furthermore, it is important to separate between 
performance and performativity. Performance is something that subjects do, 
while performativity is the process through which the subject is constructed. 
The subjects’ performance is thus part of performativity (Kulick, 2003). 
Power is relational and discursive, and discursive power is expressed in ac-
tions that enable or limit the performance of subjects. 

In contrast to the sex-gender divide, in which gender refers to a social con-
struct while sex is understood as a biological fact, Butler does not separate 
between the discursive and the material. She theorizes both gender and sex as 
performed. Butler’s definition of materiality is the effect of a process of ma-

terialization, and her definition of matter is ‘the effect of boundary, fixity and 
surface’ (Butler, 1993, p. 9, cited in Ahmed, 2008, p. 32). Sex/gender is 

“formed and sustained through and as a materialisation of regulatory norms 

that are in part those of heterosexual hegemony” (Butler, 1993, p. 15). In line 
with this reasoning, I view gender as an embodiment, in which bodies and 
bodily practices are central to the negotiations of femininities and masculini-
ties. Moreover, sex, normative expressions of femininity or masculinity, and 
heterosexuality are also intimately connected, which Butler calls the hetero-
sexual matrix (Butler, 1990). The idea of the heterosexual matrix is that het-
erosexuality is central to constructing sex/gender and desire and that this order 
is enforced by being socially presented as natural, while other ways of per-
forming gender are seen as unnatural. 

Gender is also relational, masculinities and femininities are defined in re-
lation to each other. To capture the relational pattern of subjugation, I use the 
concept ‘hegemonic masculinity’, which is widely spread by Connell (1987) 
and describes the patterns of practice that allow men’s subjugation over 

women or refers to hegemonic masculinity’s domination of subordinated 

forms of masculinities and femininities. Hegemonic masculinity represents a 
normative ideal that subjects have to relate to, and hegemonic femininity cap-
tures the hierarchical relationship between different femininities (Schippers, 
2007). Hegemonic femininity also refers to normative femininity, sometimes 
labelled ‘emphasised femininity’, which is ‘the pattern of femininity which is 

given most cultural and ideological support’ (Connell, 1987, p. 24) and which 
is based on a subordination to men and to hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 
1987; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). 

Hegemonic masculinity and femininity are concepts that I mainly draw on 
in Paper I, in which I discuss how the women forest owners perform and em-
body both femininities and female masculinities. As gender is performed, both 
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men and women can perform femininities and masculinities, and the women’s 

performance of masculinities has been labelled ‘female masculinity’ (Hal-

berstam, 1998/2019). 
Furthermore, the women’s performances of masculinity are not an imita-

tion of maleness but rather ‘engagements with practices and discourses asso-

ciated with masculinity, including embodying, and performing masculinity’ 

(Kazyak 2012, p. 828). Studies of such engagements have often focused on 
gender, homosexuality, and queerness, and these engagements have often 
been stigmatised (Halberstam 1998/2019; Schippers, 2007). However, it has 
also been shown how women’s engagements with masculinity in some con-
texts have been normative and even generated status, which was demonstrated 
in a study of basketball girls enacting masculinities (Pascoe, 2007/2012) and 
in a study of rural women engaging with masculine discourses and practices 
in farm work (Kazyak, 2012). 

Intersectionality 
In my understanding, gender is part of an inextricable integration of multiple 
forms of social difference that are captured by the concept ‘intersectionality’. 

Rather than focusing on single categories, ‘intersectionality’ postulates that 
inequalities cannot be understood through a single framework but must be 
treated as interconnected through multiple intersecting relations. Moreover, in 
line with performativity theory (e.g., Butler, 1990, 1993, 1997), I understand 
intersectional identities to be more of processes of becoming rather than being. 

Black American feminists were the first to argue that the view of women 
as a unified and universal category (as propagated for by mainstream Western 
feminism) was highly problematic. The idea of a homogenous experience 
among women erases power relations between women and obscures other op-
pressive power relations. Initially, the argument revolved around race-gender-
class and later on other identities, such as sexuality and disability emerged in 
discussions of intersectionality (Salem, 2013). 

The idea of intersectionality emanates from critical race theory, and the 
concept originally was coined by Kimberlé Crenshaw (see Crenshaw, 1989, 
1993; Crenshaw et al., 1995), who used the analogy of a road junction to the-
orize how the intersection of race, gender, and class forms black women’s 

lives. Following her influential contribution to feminist theory, ‘almost no dis-

ciplinary field within the social sciences and humanities has been untouched 
by it’ (Lewis, 2013, p. 869). 

However, the travelling of intersectionality has resulted in various critiques 
of the usage of the concept. One of the most central critiques is the decentring 
or erasure of race as a category. Race has not only been considered to be an 
irrelevant category for Europe (Bilge, 2013), there is also a projection of race 
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as only meaningful in relation to women in racialized minorities, and the ra-
cialization of whiteness and white womanhood are unthinkable (Lewis, 2013). 
This process has been called a whitening and/or an undoing of intersectional-
ity that instead of race, foregrounds gender as a category of analysis (Bilge, 
2013). Foregrounding gender has thus been argued to be a failed attempt to 
‘attend, name, contest and make visible oppressive forms of power’ (Mollet 

& Faria, 2018, p. 572). 
In the debate about intersectionality, it has also been argued that if ‘inter-

sectional analyses fail to disclose how different forms of subordination are 
related to the diverse forms of exploitation historically characterising capital-
ist accumulation, there is a risk that intersectionality becomes nothing more 
than a reinvention of diversity approaches’ producing political subjectivities 

consistent with neoliberalism (de los Reyes, 2016, p. 39). However, identity 
formation should not be reduced to the result of capitalist logics, but intersec-
tional analyses should aim to ‘uncover how and in what circumstances identity 

formation is instrumental for capitalist accumulation’ (de los Reyes, 2016, p. 

40). 
I foreground gender in my analysis but also discuss heterosexuality, class, 

and the influence of neoliberalist logics on subject formation. However, I only 
briefly address whiteness in Paper II. Whiteness is a phenomenon that shapes 
politics, culture, and social relations in Nordic countries (Lundström & Teitel-
baum, 2017), but I have not thoroughly addressed whiteness for two main rea-
sons. First, this study is also part of my PhD education, which naturally in-
cluded a journey of learning and progression, in which my understanding of 
intersectionality and race was much less developed in the early stages when I 
designed the study. To incorporate a proper analysis of whiteness, I would 
have had to be more attentive to the issue of race during the fieldwork. Second, 
as a consequence, whiteness is not easily discernible as an analytical category 
in my empirical material. My ambition has been to capture the interconnection 
of privilege and marginalisation, which I discuss to various degrees in all three 
papers. However, to be privileged is to be ubiquitous and invisible or the 
standard “against which everyone else is measured” (Kimmel, 2014, p. 3). 

This means that privileges are often hidden or just taken for granted. It is easier 
to see the costs for marginalized people than the benefits of the dominant 
group (Doane, 2014). Taken together, in the context of Swedish forestry, 
which is generally white, the initial design of the study made it difficult to 
identify the women forest owners’ privilege in terms of whiteness. Other priv-

ileges, such as middle-class privileges and the possession of land capital, were 
more clearly articulated and reachable for analysis. 

Moreover, it has been argued that intersectional analyses have focused 
more on those who are multiply disadvantaged and that there is less research 
focusing on systems of privilege (Ferber, 2014). However, recognising privi-
lege as well as subordination is essential to maintain the radical potential of 
intersectionality (Tomlinson, 2013). Individuals may be marginalised in some 
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ways but privileged in others. While such people of course reap the benefits 
of their privilege, their benefits are often less visible. Coston and Kimmel 
(2014, p. 140) argue that “privilege is not monolithic; it is unevenly distrib-

uted. Even among members of the privileged class, other mechanisms of mar-
ginalization may mute or reduce privilege based on another status”. 

Thus, in addition to other privileges that the women forest owners have, I 
acknowledge that whiteness is part of their forest-owner subjectivities. In par-
ticular, whiteness has been shown to be integral to the understanding of the 
environment in other northern contexts. For example, McLean (2013, p. 354) 
argues that the environment in Canada is signified as a white space through 
the ‘confiscation of land and resources from Indigenous Peoples’. Similarly, 

in Sweden, processes in which the Sámi people have lost their land to Swedish 
settlers in the colonisation of Sápmi (the cultural region of the Sámi people in 
Fennoscandia, partly located in Sweden) have taken place. 
 Furthermore, Salem (2013) suggests that a solution to (at least partly) over-
come the problem of addressing long lists of social categories in intersectional 
analyses could be to use master categories, with the acknowledgement that in 
certain situations, some categories are more important than others. Thus, I use 
gender as a master category in my study, as gender is the basis for the women 
forest owners’ separate organisation. Additionally, the ‘complexity of inter-

sectionality means that it is difficult to include analysis of its full implication 
in a single article’ because of practical limitations, such as time and financial 

resources (Valentine, 2007, p. 14). 
In addition, Collins (2014, p. 242) argues that ‘we must shift our discourse 

away from additive analyses of oppression’, as such analyses are typically 

based on dichotomous thinking in which people, ideas and things are concep-
tualised in terms of opposites, e.g., black/white, man/woman, thought/feeling, 
and fact/opinion. This way of thinking ends up in classifying us as either/or 
categories although we all have both/and identities. When asked what has been 
personally most oppressive, being black or being a woman, Collins reasoned 
that she was basically being asked to divide herself into small boxes, bypass-
ing the interlocking of oppression (Collins, 2014). 

A way of dealing with identities as interlocked instead of additive catego-
ries ‘is to listen to the voices of women and men on their own terms, in order 

to piece together narratives and unpack experiences that can help in under-
standing social life. The emphasis is thus on the voices of those being listened 
to, not on pre-set categories of research’ (Salem, 2013, p. 11). We should also 

think of different categories as ‘bundles of relationships and place them back 

in context from which they were abstracted’ (Salem, 2013, p. 12). Similarly, 

Valentine (2007) conceptualises intersectionality through the ‘lived experi-

ence’ of individuals. In the lived experience of many of the women forest 
owners in this study and in the narratives of their networks, gender and wom-
anhood are central, which is an important reason why gender as a category is 
given primacy in this study. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cultural_area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/S%C3%A1mi_people
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Spatiality 
I also understand gendered subjectivities to be relational, spatial, and shifting 
over time in specific spaces and places. The interlocking of different aspects 
of social differences are thus spatial formations co-constituted with temporal 
processes. My conceptualisation of spatiality draws on Doreen Massey’s rela-

tional theorization (Massey, 2005) in which subjectivities and space are co-
constitutive. Moreover, space is not a static container in which social pro-
cesses take place but rather is dynamic and a result of social relations inti-
mately connected with time. Space is thus constituted through social relations, 
connecting ‘the global to the intimately tiny’ (p. 9). Space is also characterised 

by its multiplicity and heterogeneity in which multiple processes coexist. Ad-
ditionally, space is never finished; ‘it is always in the process of being made’ 

(p. 9) in a ‘dynamic simultaneity, constantly disconnected by new arrivals, 

constantly waiting to be determined (…) by the construction of new relations’ 

(p. 107). 
 Similarly, places are processes without clear boundaries, also characterised 
by their multiplicity. Places have multiple identities and are a part of a web of 
interconnected relationships (Massey, 1994). Thus, spaces and places are only 
temporarily stabilised due to the constant movement and multitude of social 
relations that constitute them (Massey, 2005). 

Although I understand subjectivities, spaces, and places to be fluid, I 
acknowledge that there is a certain rigidity to space in which ‘dominant spatial 
orderings (…) produce moments of exclusion for particular social groups’ 

(Valentine, 2007, p. 19). Subjects have the possibility of enacting different 
performances, but they must not forget that they are restricted by contingent, 
power-laden spaces in which their subjectivities are performed. 

Furthermore, this relational processual view of spatiality also offers notions 
of a more dynamic view of the intersectional construction of subjectivities. As 
the intersectional identities of the dominant groups constitute spaces, subjects 
understand themselves differently depending on where they are located and in 
relation to different people. Space thus becomes part of the intersectional con-
struction of subjectivities, and when subjects perform deviant identities, they 
expose the “dominant spatial orderings that define who is in place/out of place, 
who belongs and who does not” (Valentine, 2007, p. 19).Moreover, the iden-
tity of a subject ‘emerges in interaction within specific spatial contexts and 

specific biographical moments’ (Valentine, 2007, p. 18). Thus, relating to the 
discussion on categories in the debate on intersectionality, the importance of 
different categories emerges in relation to specific spaces and places at spe-
cific times, which means that no category is primary or secondary per se but 
that its relevance depends on the context (Rodó-de-Zárate & Baylina, 2018), 
such as how gender become a relevant category in my encounters with the 
women forest owners. 
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Feminist political ecology 
I also place my study within the tradition of feminist political ecology. This 
body of literature has formed my thoughts during the entire research process, 
but I only explicitly draw on feminist political ecology in Paper II. Feminist 
political ecology is a subfield to political ecology, and feminist political ecol-
ogy scholars are explicitly committed to addressing ‘gendered processes un-

derpinning the politics of resource access as well as the gendered agency of 
subjects involved in negotiations over environmental resources struggles’ 

(Elmhirst et al., 2017, p. 1137). 
Feminist political ecology is highly influenced by geographical thinking, 

space and place and thus often has central positions in feminist political ecol-
ogy analyses. Moreover, as in political ecology, the importance of acknowl-
edging connections between different scales is central to feminist political 
ecology. However, scholars within feminist political ecology have expanded 
the notion of scale within the wider field of political ecology by deconstruct-
ing the ‘local’ and the ‘community’ and their assumed common interests 

(Elmhirst, 2011a) as well as by adding a focus on households, bodies, and 
micropolitics. The connections between the scale of the intimate (such as the 
household or the body) and other scales (such as the national or global), as 
well as the influence these connections have on environmental governance, 
knowledges, and practices, are central (e.g., Bezner Kerr, 2014; Buechler & 
Hanson, 2015; Elmhirst, 2011a, 2011b; Elmhirst et al., 2017; Gay-Antaki, 
2016; Mollet & Faria, 2013; Nightingale, 2006, 2011, 2013; Rocheleau et al., 
1996; Sultana, 2009, 2011; Vaz-Jones, 2018). Additionally, by focusing on 
‘micropolitics, feminist political ecology reframes power and privilege in 

terms of their diffuse workings through people’s relationships with the envi-
ronment, as well as through the constitution and negotiation of subjectivities’ 

(Vaz-Jones, 2018, p. 715-716). 
Moreover, feminist political ecology is a rather loosely configured frame-

work that developed partly in response to ecofeminism during the 1990s, and 
with their influential publication, Rocheleau, et al. (1996) can be said to be the 
pioneers of feminist political ecology. Although different scholars within this 
loose framework draw on a variety of theoretical traditions, the conception of 
gender is a non-essentialist one (Rocheleau et al., 1996), and the theoretical 
development in feminist political ecology has largely paralleled the develop-
ment of feminist theory in the social sciences, which is dominated by per-
formative and poststructural approaches challenging the ‘role-based and rela-
tional approaches to gender that rest predominantly on fixed notions of the 
autonomous subject and that focus on men’s and women’s differentiated ac-

cess to and control of environmental resources and socio-political processes’ 

(Elmhirst 2011a, 129). 
Poststructural studies in feminist political ecology thus focus on multi-fac-

eted embodied subjectivities, performativity, intersectionality, identities, and 
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emotion (e.g., Nightingale 2011, 2013; Elmhirst 2011b; Ge et al., 2011; True-
love 2011). In line with poststructural feminism and the influence of geogra-
phy, gender is often understood as ‘a process by which subjectivities are pro-

duced and shift over time and space’ (Nightingale, 2006, p. 165) and in which 
nature is sometimes included as an intersection in the constitution of the gen-
dered subjects (e.g., Harris, 2006; Nightingale, 2006, 2011). Moreover, there 
are many studies that do not self-identify as being feminist political ecology, 
but that bear close resemblance to the outline of feminist political ecology 
envisioned by Rocheleau et al. (1996) even though they are not labelled as 
such (e.g., Razavi, 2003; O’Reilly et al., 2009; Momsen, 2007; Leach, 2007). 

Thus, in addition to the conception of gender as discursive, dynamic, inter-
sectional, and spatial, I also understand the women forest owners’ gendered 

performances as one articulated in relation to the struggle over forest resources 
at multiple scales, such as central policies and local practices. 

Environmental governance and policy 
Environmental governance emerged as an important concept within geogra-
phy during the early 2000s. Governance is usually referred to as the art of 
governing organisations and societies, but in the social sciences, it has also 
been used to capture the trend in which state-centric forms of regulation have 
been replaced by decentralisation and the network interaction between state 
and non-state organisations (Himley, 2008). 

However, my understanding of ‘governance’ stretches beyond the idea of 

ruling through networks. Instead, I conceptualise governance as a process in 
which policies are not only imposed from the outside but also influence the 
subjects’ behaviour such that they act to enforce the aim of the policy and the 
social order that follows (Shore & Wright, 1997). 

This conceptualisation of governance entails a policy understanding that 
stretches beyond the instrumental view of policy as the stated goals of policy-
makers and ‘a tool to regulate a population from the top down, through re-
wards and sanctions’ (Shore & Wright, 1997, p. 5). My understanding of pol-

icy is not simply something that directs but something that constructs (Rabo, 
1997). It is a conception of policy as operating through symbols and social 
action. It influences the way people construct themselves, their behaviour, and 
their social relations. Policy is thus found not only in policy documents but 
also in the interaction between people and can be thought of as ‘discursive 
formations that empower some people and silence others’ (Shore & Wright, 

1997, p. 7). 
As a concept, ‘environmental governance’ provides us with an analytical 

category by which to examine how social relations around natural resources 
are structured and how decisions around the environment are made. This is 
especially important, given the shift from government to governance during 
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neoliberal globalisation, which has entailed fundamental changes to how so-
cio-environmental relations are governed. This shift has included a decentral-
isation of power and environmental decision-making, a development of pub-
lic-private partnerships, and the emergence of market-based mechanisms to 
achieve efficient resource use (Himley, 2008). Decentralisation is now under-
stood as necessary for good environmental governance, and although decen-
tralisation was more about community groups and public participation in the 
1990s, neoliberalization processes brought a greater emphasis on private in-
terests, behavioural change and formal and informal decision-making by var-
ious actors and networks at different scales (Arora-Jonsson, 2013). 

These conceptions of governance and policy are what framed my analysis 
primarily in Paper II (but also in Paper III, even though governance and policy 
are not explicitly engaged there), where through the lens of feminist political 
ecology, I discuss how Swedish forest governance influences the perfor-
mances and negotiations of gendered subjectivities in the context of the dis-
cursive policy construct ‘the active forest owner’. What I do in Paper II is thus 

to look into the gendered practices of forest governance and how forest policy 
is realised socially. 

Central to my discussion of environmental governance is also the idea of 
neoliberalism and neoliberalisations of nature. ‘I acknowledge that ‘neoliber-

alism’ is a highly disputed concept (see, e.g., Barnett, 2005; Castree, 2006); 
however, I find it sufficiently precise to add value to my analysis. In human 
geography, ‘neoliberalism’ usually refers to a (a static end-state) ‘political, 

economic, and social arrangement emphasizing market relations, minimal 
states and individual responsibility’ (Springer, 2010, p. 1025). However, in 

my understanding, neoliberalism is a discursive process of socio-spatial trans-
formation. Conceptualising neoliberalism as discourse allows us to move be-
yond the dichotomy of understanding neoliberalism as either a form of bot-
tom-up governmentality (influenced by Foucauldian traditions) or as a top-
down hegemonic ideology (influenced by Marxism). It should rather be un-
derstood as circuitous, inconsistent, and variegated with hybridised, localised 
expressions or ‘neoliberalisations’. Neoliberalisations are thus naturally var-
iegated processes that also adhere to a metalogic. This discursive approach to 
neoliberalism and neoliberalisations allows for an analysis that encompasses 
a focus both on the meta narrative of neoliberalism and how it may constrain, 
but not determine, the subjectivities and the agency of individuals (Springer, 
2010, 2012). Additionally, understanding neoliberalism as discourse also cap-
tures more than performances alone. It ‘encompasses material forms in state 
formation through policy and program, and via the subjectivation of individ-
uals on the ground, even if this articulation still takes place through discursive 
performatives’ (Springer 2012, p. 143). 

Furthermore, contributing to the construction of self-disciplining, rational, 
capitalist subjects (e.g., Mansfield, 2007a, 2007b), the neoliberal metanarra-
tive entails ideals of the entrepreneurial self-made individual (McCarthy & 
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Prudham, 2004) and the neoliberal consensus that private property is essential 
to efficient resource management (Himley, 2008). Engaging with such taken-
for-granted neoliberal ideas and ways of knowing nature are important, as they 
obscure “other ways of knowing and managing nature” (Simon, 2018, p. 74). 

The gendered negotiations (in conjunction with other aspects of social differ-
ence) of such ideas and constructions are at the heart of my discussion in Paper 
II. 

Materiality 
From a broader perspective, my study is about gender and the environment 
and as I position myself within the tradition of feminist political ecology, 
which prides itself on focusing on both the social and the ecology, materiality 
ends up in the spotlight. Moreover, given my theoretical position in poststruc-
tural feminism and the recurrent critique of poststructural feminism for over-
looking or not engaging with materiality, I will address this critique and pre-
sent my view on materiality in this section. 
 The cultural turn in human geography resulted in an increased interest 
among feminist geographers to engage with language, meaning, and represen-
tation rather than to focus on material inequalities between men and women, 
which has been a focus in historical materialism (McDowell, 1999). One of 
the major critiques of the poststructural tradition from the perspective of his-
toric materialist feminist scholarship has to do with the deconstruction of cat-
egories and relativism, which according to this critique would undermine the 
possibilities for political action. However, you do not have to look far to see 
that the second wave poststructural feminism has resulted in major feminist 
political struggles in Sweden and elsewhere, denoting an outcome theoreti-
cally connected to the poststructural idea of the active subject being capable 
of resistance (Wetherell, 2004). 

Moreover, feminist struggles need to be able to encompass a focus on both 
material inequalities and meaning and representation, especially as the under-
standing of gender as a set of material relations cannot be separated from the 
symbolic meaning of gender (McDowell, 1999). Additionally, the cultural/de-
constructive turn in feminism has contributed to “the placing of arguments 

about specificity and particularity right at the centre of new comparative work. 
In this sense, we might claim (…) that geographic questions are now central 

to feminist scholarship” (McDowell, 1999, p. 24) and focus on place, location, 

and positionality, which also encompass material relations. 
Nevertheless, as a reaction to the cultural turn, poststructuralist feminism 

has been critiqued for not engaging enough with nature/matter/biology, espe-
cially from scholars in the tradition of ‘new materialism’, which is also known 
as ‘material feminisms’ (e.g., Alaimo & Hekman, 2008; Barad, 2003; Grosz, 
2004; Hird, 2004, 2008) but which did not emerge from historical materialism. 
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 This new feminist materialism requests a (re)turn to biology/matter/nature, 
including an expansion of our understanding of the material; in this expanded 
understanding, agency is also ascribed to the non-human and the non-living 
world (Alaimo & Hekman, 2008; Hird, 2004). In this conception of material-
ity, ‘matter is substance in its intra-active becoming – not a thing, but a doing, 
a congealing of agency’ (Barad, 2003, p. 822, italics in original, cited in Da-
vies 2009, p. 75). Materiality is thus understood as a force (Hinton & van der 
Tuin, 2014) and not as material living conditions and social relations. 

Moreover, poststructural feminism’s alleged lack of engagement with na-

ture/matter/biology has also in some cases been formulated as a biophobia or 
antibiologism (e.g., Davis, 2009; Wilson, 2004). The proponents of new ma-
terialism also critique poststructural feminism (and other constructivists) for 
reifying the culture/nature dichotomy rather than deconstructing it by focusing 
on the discursive over the material (Alaimo & Hekman, 2008; Barad, 2007). 
Another part of this critique is that for poststructural feminists such as Judith 
Butler, matter is supposedly limited to culture (e.g., Barad, 2003) or that dis-
cussions on the materiality of the body only remain on the surface of bodies 
(e.g., Barad, 1998). 

In response to the argument that poststructural feminism has reduced eve-
rything to language and culture and consequently made us forget the so-called 
real world or materiality, the words of Hall (1997) remind us of the following: 
 

“Constructivists do not deny the existence of the material world. How-

ever, it is not the material world that conveys meaning; it is the language 
system or whatever system we are using to represent our concepts. It is 
social actors who use the conceptual system of their culture and the lin-
guistic and other representational systems to construct meaning, to 
make the world meaningful and to communicate about that world mean-
ingfully to others” (Hall, 1997, p. 25, cited in Coleman 2014, p. 33). 

 
Thus, as Hall’s statement conveys, my primary focus in this study is not the 

material world but rather how the meaning of forests is bound up in gendered 
relations and performances. As a scholar addressing issues of the relationship 
between gender and the environment, I draw on the words of Haraway: ‘I am 

not interested in policing the boundaries between nature and culture—quite 
the opposite, I am edified by the traffic (Haraway, 1989, p. 377, cited in Ah-
med, 2008, p. 35). As Ahmed (2008) argues, many second-wave feminist 
scholars, like me, are critical of the use of biology in the sense of biological 
determinism. However, that is not the same thing as anti-biologism. She main-
tains that “the problem occurs when biology becomes used as an explanation 

of behaviour, which is not to say that biology does not shape in some way 
what we do” (Ahmed, 2008, p. 29). Furthermore, the claim that feminist schol-
ars do not engage with nature/matter/biology is also simply just not the case. 
Many influential feminist scholars have engaged with nature/matter/biology 
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(e.g., Donna Haraway, Evelyn Fox Keller, Emily Martin, Sandra Harding and 
Sarah Franklin), and ‘you can only claim that feminism has forgotten the bio-

logical if you forget this feminist work’ (Ahmed, 2008, p. 27). 
In the feminist political ecology tradition, which I draw on in this study 

(see Paper II specifically), scholars have engaged with nature in various ways; 
for example, one important contribution by feminist political ecology is its 
accentuation of the importance of including nature as an intersection in the 
constitution of gendered subjects (e.g., Harris, 2006; Nightingale, 2006, 
2011). In my study, the forest itself constitutes a kind of materiality, and alt-
hough I do not adhere to the description matter as agentic, I acknowledge that 
nature and culture have reciprocal effects, as they are always inextricably en-
twined. However, these effects are not my primary focus. 

Moreover, embodiment has also been an emergent theme in poststructural 
feminist studies, in which bodies have been discussed not only as discursive 
regimes but also in connection to their material effects (Johnson, 2008). Alt-
hough I do not explicitly discuss embodiment in this study, I acknowledge that 
the women  forest owners’ gendered performances and “subjectivities are em-

bodied and, as such, are material” (Nightingale, 2013, p. 2367). 
 In regard to the critique of poststructural feminism and of Judith Butler in 
particular, according to which matter is said to be limited to culture and the 
materiality of the body remains on the surface (see, e.g., Barad, 1998, 2003), 
Ahmed (2008) notes that for Butler, matter is an effect of a process of materi-
alization and that her definition of matter is ‘the effect of boundary, fixity and 

surface’ (Butler, 1993, p. 9, cited in Ahmed 2008, p. 32, and sex/gender is 

“formed and sustained through and as a materialisation of regulatory norms” 

(1993, p. 15). This reasoning explains how sex materializes and bodily norms 
are sedimented over time, but it is not a theory of the material (Ahmed, 2008). 
As Ahmed also argues, the interesting thing when understanding how gender 
is reproduced is culture: 
 

‘Given the feminist concern with understanding how gender and sexu-

ality are reproduced in time and space, a key emphasis has been placed 
on language, culture, the symbolic, labour, discourse and ideology. This 
is because feminism needs a theory of social reproduction; of how par-
ticular forms become norms over time. But it does not follow that fem-
inists don’t then believe that the material world exists, or that feminist 

theory cannot admit to the materiality of things. If anything, given the 
concern with the social reproduction of hierarchies, much feminist work 
might point to the complexity of the relationship between materiality 
and culture, rather than reducing one to the other.’ (Ahmed, 2008, p. 

33). 
 

The critique that poststructural feminism does not engage with materiality 
must also be understood as part of the power relations between disciplines. 
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Materiality tends to be understood as an object of research oriented towards 
natural science, and the argument pertaining to the need to engage with biol-
ogy is sometimes conflated with the natural science definition of materiality 
(Irni, 2013). Those who are accused of only analysing the surface of bodies 
and not engaging with materiality (e.g., see the critique of Judith Butler by 
Barad, 1998) become the target of such criticism “because they do not discuss 
bodies from a biological perspective” (Irni, 2013, p. 351, italics in the origi-

nal). Such arguments thus suggest that all studies that do not engage with the 
natural science understanding of materiality are limited per se. Thus, without 
the assumption that materiality should be understood as it is defined in natural 
science, the critique that (poststructural) feminist scholars produce limited 
studies or that they have neglected materiality simply does not hold. Addition-
ally, all studies are restricted in some ways, which they need to be to maintain 
a particular focus (Irni, 2013). Therefore, I maintain that my focus on perfor-
mances and discourse does not equal a denial of the material and that this focus 
(or ‘limitation’) is warranted. 

Moreover, I also worry that turning to nature/biology/matter (as defined in 
natural science terms) may result in losing sight of how women are defined by 
patriarchal and sexist conceptions of biology, especially considering that it is 
not entirely clear what is feminist about this new materialism, particularly in 
regard to feminist politics (Hinton & van der Tuin, 2014). 
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4. Methodology 

In this chapter, I outline my methodology shaped by my feminist understand-
ing of knowledge production, the qualitative methods underpinning the study, 
the materials these methods have generated and how I analyse and present the 
materials. 

The idea of feminist research stems from feminist activism in the context 
of second wave feminism and the feminist critique of mainstream social sci-
ence for omitting women and women’s experiences in research (Brooks & 

Hesse-Biber, 2007). As I have proclaimed in chapter four, I adhere to post-
structural feminism, which is a theoretical perspective but also an epistemo-
logical position developed in contrast to the positivist idea of knowledge pro-
duction. The critique of positivist social science and its claim to neutrality and 
objective truths are central to postmodern and poststructural feminism 
(Brooks & Hesse-Biber, 2007; Leavy, 2007a). Postmodern and poststructural 
feminism oppose totalizing grand narratives, which historically have margin-
alised women and minorities, as these narratives fail to account for difference 
and nuance (Leavy, 2007a). 

Feminist researchers are thus often concerned with studying those who are 
marginalised and oppressed (Hesse-Biber, 2007) and often focus on women’s 

perspectives and experiences that are subordinated in both scientific inquiry 
and in the broader culture. The feminist research objectives often also encom-
pass an aim to eliminate hierarchies of knowledge production (Presser, 2005). 
This ambition is grounded in the way ‘feminism proceeds from and promotes 

desires to change the world’ (Tomlinson, 2013, p. 998). 
As a feminist researcher, my view of knowledge production is based on 

what Haraway (1988, 1991) calls ‘situated knowledge’. This type of 

knowledge is contextual and partial knowledge based on the position of the 
researcher. It is a perspective of knowledge as produced through subjective 
positions and experiences in systems of domination, in which the position of 
the researcher determines what is possible to know about something. 

Rather than pretending to possess perfect neutrality and an objective posi-
tion beyond power and dominance, situated knowledge is about being trans-
parent about your position, the theoretical tools you use and the analyses you 
make as a researcher. The concept of situated knowledge thus challenges the 
idea of scientific objectivity and neutrality, as it proposes that all knowledge 
is based on a partial and positional perspective. Recognising the situatedness 
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of knowledge is thus a way to be accountable for the analyses you make as a 
researcher and neglecting to do so will lead to implicit biases being perceived 
as truths. 

Given this understanding of situated knowledge, feminist scholars must be 
self-aware. They must not only seek to disclose their positions within the re-
search process and the partiality related to the possibility of representing them-
selves and others but also to expose as much as possible about the relations 
influencing the story being told as well as to make themselves visible in the 
analysis (Presser, 2005). In the following section, I describe the methods, ma-
terial, and overall design, including how I analyse the material and how it is 
presented. After this section, I return to how my own position and situatedness 
affected different aspects of the research process (see ‘Positionality and re-

flexivity’). 

Methods, materials, and research design 
This thesis builds on research with women forest owners in six women-only 
networks in Sweden, and the field research was conducted between 2013 and 
2015. The study draws on a combination of qualitative methods, which are not 
feminist per se, but which have a long-standing association with cultural, so-
cial, and feminist work in geography (Crang, 2005). The methods I have used 
for the study are semi-structured interviews with network members, partici-
pant observations at network meetings and events, and a textual analysis of 
written material produced by the networks. The first paper (Paper I) is based 
on the interviews and the participant observations, while the second and third 
papers (Paper II and Paper III) also draw on the textual analysis of the written 
material produced by the networks, in addition to the interviews and partici-
pant observation. 

I chose to combine the three different methods because they provide com-
plementary reflections of discourses and performances. The combination of 
different methods is often described as triangulation, a technique to validate 
findings. However, feminist scholars have noted that the concept ‘triangula-

tion’ is currently embedded in a scientific tradition that values objectivity over 
subjectivity and relies on deductive reasoning, the testing of theories, and the 
use of qualitative findings to validate quantitative data. This stands in sharp 
contrast to feminist epistemology and research, in which a central ambition is 
to uncover subjugated knowledge that has been devalued by the dominant pa-
triarchal forms of knowledge (Hesse-Biber, 2010, 2012). ‘Treating the con-

cept of triangulation as a validation tool, however, already assumes that the 
‘‘context of discovery’’—that is, the types of research questions and who is 
included and excluded—can bias the knowledge found’ (Hesse-Biber, 2012, 
p. 138), and thus, triangulation will reinforce the status quo. 
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One strategy used by feminist researchers is to employ the concept of tri-
angulation in a broader sense, with more flexible and fluid conceptual borders. 
This broader version of the concept makes room for a feminist epistemology 
while still enabling cooperation between disciplines (Hesse-Biber, 2012). Alt-
hough I also see the benefits of facilitating cooperation between disciplines by 
adhering to the concept ‘triangulation’, I view my use of multiple methods as 

a form of ‘crystallisation’ (e.g., Denzin, 2012; Ellingson, 2009, 2011; Rich-

ardson, 2000). For postmodern qualitative research, the multiple lenses of a 
crystal are suggested to be more suitable as metaphors than are triangles. A 
combination of multiple methods may thus crystallise the phenomenon of the 
study and create a more reflexive and shifting phenomenon image, which ‘em-

beds the researcher’s self in the inquiry process and eschews positivist claims 

to objectivity’ (Denzin, 2012, p. 84). 
The conversations with the women in the interviews provided important 

reflections of their individual experiences. The participant observations ena-
bled me to experience their gendered performances in social interaction, and 
the analysis of written texts provided an additional reflection of how gendered 
discourses were formulated and upheld. The crystal metaphor also captures 
how these different methods in combination reflect the contradictions and dy-
namics of the women forest owners’ performances. 

The women’s networks   
The six networks for women forest owners constitute a selection of a total of 
12 established networks identified during the initial stages of the research. 
Most of these networks connect women forest owners, but there are also net-
works connecting women in the forest industry and in specific forest compa-
nies. During the fieldwork, I discovered a few additional networks for women 
forest owners, although these were smaller and less formal.  

The women-only networks for forest owners do not provide silvicultural 
services, as do the major forest-owner associations. Instead, these women’s 

networks mainly arrange educational activities where women can learn about 
different aspects of forest ownership and management. These activities in-
clude lectures, courses, excursions, and workshops on various topics, such as 
silviculture, the establishment and/or interpretation of forest management 
plans, entrepreneurship, taxes and declarations, generational successions, 
training in the use of machinery (e.g., brush cutters, chainsaws, and safety 
equipment), environmental issues, forest cultural heritage and recreational 
forest activities. In addition, women-only networks offer social relations, in-
cluding mutual support, and an arena to discuss forest governance and politics, 
from which to advocate for increased representation of women in forestry or-
ganisations. 

I chose networks connecting women forest owners, as I was interested in 
examining individual performances and women’s connections to their forests 
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rather than studying women’s experiences of working in a business environ-

ment within a forest company. For confidentiality reasons and to avoid iden-
tification of the research participants, I have chosen not to disclose the names 
of the networks or the regions they cover. However, the networks were strate-
gically chosen based on their geographical dispersion, size, and degree of es-
tablishment. I chose networks that were well established and large enough to 
have a history of activities, active members, and recurrent activities that I 
could research. In the initial stages of the project, I considered studying geo-
graphical differences in gender relations, and therefore I chose networks from 
different regions within Sweden. However, this was a line of inquiry that I 
ended up not pursuing, partly because there was little in the material that sup-
ported such an analysis. Nevertheless, as a geographer, it was sometimes 
tempting to analyse certain statements and performances in relation to the spe-
cifics of certain local places, and there were a few geographically specific 
points that I could have made, but the anonymity of the interviewees had to 
be given primacy over the possibility of making such arguments. Moreover, 
based on my material, there were more similarities than differences between 
the networks in the different regions. The women’s performances were related 
to Swedish forestry as a particular social and economic space associated with 
rurality (see Paper III for a more elaborate discussion). Thus, I deem the draw-
backs of anonymising the networks and regions minor. 

In addition, to enable a comparison, the networks were also chosen based 
on their differences. These differences refer to the origin of the networks. The 
majority of the networks for women forest owners were established during the 
1990s and early 2000s but came into existence in different ways. Some net-
works were independent bottom-up initiatives, and some were initiated by 
Swedish forest-owner associations. Three of the networks in the study were 
independent bottom-up initiatives, while the other three were connected to 
forest-owner associations. However, this difference was only significant to the 
themes discussed in Paper II and is therefore not discussed in Paper I and Pa-
per III. In Paper II, the networks are labelled as follows: Forest-Owner Asso-
ciation Network 1, Forest-Owner Association Network 2, Forest-Owner As-
sociation Network 3, Independent Network 1, Independent Network 2, and 
Independent Network 3. In the other two papers, the interviewees are referred 
to only  by their assigned pseudonyms and not by affiliation with a specific 
network. 
 Although the chosen networks were similar in many respects, there were 
also other differences between them (in addition to independence vs. connec-
tions to forest-owner associations). First, there was a variation in regard to 
formality. Some networks were formalised associations with members, while 
other networks emphasised their informality and that they had participants ra-
ther than members. Nevertheless, I do not make this distinction in my writings, 
and refer to networks and network members. Second, due to the aforemen-
tioned differences, some networks had up to 300-350 members, while more 
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informal networks had a smaller number of active individuals coordinating 
activities for a larger number of women. 

Due to gender mainstreaming processes, neoliberalism (Andersson & 
Lidestav, 2016), and postfeminist tension around women’s collective action 

(which I discuss in Paper III), the framing of separate networks and organisa-
tions based on gender has become reshaped. In relation to these dynamics, two 
of the selected networks connected to forest-owner associations were dis-
solved in favour of gender mainstreaming ambitions. This happened around 
the time I started this study in 2013 and became evident during the initial 
stages of the fieldwork. 

I chose to continue working with the dissolved networks, as they had been 
active until then, and at that point in the research process, I was intrigued by 
the transition towards the gender mainstreaming projects in the forest sector. 
Initially, I planned to study this transition as a part of this thesis. However, I 
ended up not following through with this plan, as the material generated by 
the interviews, participants observations, and text analysis from studying the 
women’s networks were so rich and encompassed so many other interesting 

themes that I decided to only focus on these. Nevertheless, others have re-
cently addressed the issues of gender mainstreaming and gender equality work 
in the Swedish forest sector (Johansson, 2020). 

The women in the networks 
Swedish forest owners are on average in their 50s (Lidestav et al., 2017), and 
women forest owners are on average a couple of years older than male forest 
owners (Lidestav & Berg Lejon, 2013), which is also reflected in my study. 
The majority of the women I interviewed were in their 50s or 60s, while some 
were younger and some older. The youngest woman I interviewed was 26 
years old, and the oldest was 74 years old. 

On average, the interviewees’ forest properties covered a couple of hundred 

hectares. Roughly half of the interviewees owned these properties individu-
ally, while the other half co-owned their properties with their spouse or one or 
several relatives, and a few were part of a co-ownership in one forest property 
but an individual owner in another. Moreover, most interviewees had inherited 
their forest property or married into it, although some had procured it as an 
investment. 

The distribution of rural resident and urban non-resident forest owners dif-
fered depending on which regions the respective networks covered. Of the 
interviewees, slightly more than one-third lived in direct connection to their 
forest property, another-third lived in close vicinity to it, and one-third were 
non-resident urban forest owners. 

Some of the interviewees were professionally involved in forestry and/or 
agriculture, and some had blue-collar professions or a combination of these 
two. However, most of the interviewees were academically educated and had 
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white-collar careers, although some of the women were retired. Several inter-
viewees had taken up their interest in forestry in connection with their retire-
ment, realising they had more time on their hands. Given the social and resi-
dential differences between the interviewees, they also had different experi-
ences in and relationships to (their) forests and forestry. 

As I addressed in the discussion of feminist research, the ambition of fem-
inist scholars is often to study those who are marginalised and oppressed 
(Hesse-Biber, 2007). While the women in this study certainly were marginal-
ised as women in forestry, both discursively and materially, they were also 
privileged in several other ways in a broader societal context, even if the con-
figuration of privilege and marginalisation were unevenly distributed among 
the interviewees.  

In relation to the urban-rural power dynamics and spatial resource alloca-
tion, privilege and marginalisation differed based on rural and urban residency 
and access to, for example, welfare services. In terms of class, there were also 
differences within the group of interviewees, but many of them were privi-
leged as middle-class, white women with an apparent cis-normative perfor-
mance of heterosexuality, as well as through their position as owners of valu-
able land capital. Gender, heterosexuality, class, and the influence of neolib-
eralist logics in subject formation are discussed to varying degrees in all the 
papers in this thesis, although their whiteness is only briefly mentioned in Pa-
per II (for a more elaborate discussion on the inclusion and exclusion of the 
category of race in the analysis, see the section labelled ‘Intersectionality’ in 

chapter three). 

Interviews 
Reflecting the study’s focus on gendered performances of individual women, 
the bulk of the empirical material underpinning this thesis is generated from 
interviews. I conducted semi-structured interviews, as this format allowed me 
to steer the interview towards the topics relevant to my research questions but 
still allowed the interviewees to bring up topics that I did not anticipate be-
forehand. The women’s personal stories and experiences of being forest own-

ers and their engagement in the women’s networks were central. I focused 

both on the content of the narratives and how the interviewees created mean-
ing and upheld discursive logics (Börjesson, 2003). My ambition was to un-
derstand how the women made sense of their lives, not to ensure that their 
stories were representative (Valentine, 2005) 

The interviews should be understood as conversations with a purpose (Ma-
son, 2002). In these conversations, I viewed the interviewees as collaborators 
in the sense that through our conversation, we co-constructed knowledge. For 
these conversations, I used an interview guide (see table 2) covering a range 
of themes related to my research questions.  
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Table 2. Interview guide 
 

Overarching themes Sub-themes 
 
1. The 
interviewee 

 
• Personal information (education, profession, family, 

etc.). 
• The interviewee’s role as a forest owner and relationship 

to forests, forestry, and to the interviewee’s forest in spe-

cific. 
 
2. The 
network 

 
• Personal involvement in the women’s network. 
• Personal involvement in other forest-related networks or 

organisations. 
• The organisation and structure of the women’s network. 
• The network’s members. 
• The purpose of the women’s network. 
• The advantages and disadvantages of organising as 

women. 
• The network’s interactions with other forest-related net-

works and organisations. 
 

3. To be a woman 
forest owner  

• The interviewee’s thoughts on what it is like to be a 

woman forest owner in different forestry contexts (e.g., in 
relation to contractors, in gender mixed forest-owner as-
sociations, and in the women’s network.). 

• Experiences in which gender matters in forestry. 
 

4. Gender equality 
and feminism 

• Framing of the network in relation to gender equality 
and feminism, including personal positions on these 
ideas. 

5. Activities, topics, 
and themes in the 
network  

• Central activities, themes, and topics in the women’s net-

work. 
• Differences between the education in the women’s net-

work and that in other forestry contexts. 
• Forest production, environmental consideration, different 

forest uses and values. 
• Individual ideals and management practices in the inter-

viewee’s forest property. 
• Changes in the interviewee’s position in relation to forests 

and forestry over time. 
 

6. Other • Additional topics brought up by the interviewee/s. 
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I always started the interviews with an introductory set of open questions 
about the interviewee and the interviewees’ relationship to forests and for-

estry. Thereafter, the interviews covered the women’s network, their experi-

ences as a woman forest owner in forestry, gender equality and feminism, ac-
tivities, themes, and topics central to the networks, as well as other topics 
raised by the interviewees. During the interviews, I also asked follow-up ques-
tions as much as possible. I used the interview guide with a great deal of flex-
ibility to allow the conversation to take unexpected directions guided by the 
interviewees and to consider the variations in conditions and characteristics of 
the different networks. In total, I conducted semi-structured interviews with 
37 women from the six women’s networks, and for each network, I inter-
viewed 5-7 women. Four interviews were double interviews involving two 
women at a time, and the remainder were individual interviews. 

Double interviews were not initially planned as such. Some of the inter-
viewees who knew each other and therefore also knew that I had requested 
interviews with some of their fellow network members requested to be inter-
viewed at the same time. On one occasion, I instigated the double interview 
myself because of the difficulties in setting a time with two interviewees, and 
there was a short window to meet these two women in connection to a meeting 
they both attended. These two women were friends and were already aware 
that I was trying to set up an interview with the other, and they both consented 
to participating in a double interview. Most of the double interviews still had 
the intimate character of a conversation, and the presence of two interviewees 
did not inhibit the discussion. As the interviewees knew each other well, the 
conversation became more vivid and evolved with fewer questions from me.  

The double interviews also provided insight into a sort of groupthink in 
which the friendship between the interviewees created an ambition between 
them to reach consensus. Such groupthink can limit the interviewees and cre-
ate a certain framing of knowledge and meaning, but this is in itself a result, 
as it shows what is possible to say about a subject in a given group 
(Lundström, 2007; Wibeck, 2000). Thus, the double interviews gave me yet 
another reflection of how performances were negotiated. 

The interview settings varied. I always suggested meeting the interviewees 
at the location most convenient to them. This was often in public places, such 
cafés or restaurants. Sometimes I met them at their place of work or at some-
place in connection to their engagement with the women’s network or the for-

est-owner associations in which most of them were members. Several women 
also invited me to their home, and then we almost always ended up sitting at 
their kitchen table. 

Before the interviews, the women were informed verbally about the main 
focus of the study and that they could withdraw their participation at any time 
during or after the interview. All of them consented to be part of the study, 
and all but two women in one of the double interviews consented to me audio 
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recording the interviews. Compared to simply taking notes, the recordings en-
sured details and nuance,  enabling me to focus on the conversations (Valen-
tine, 2005). All the audio recordings were carefully transcribed word by word 
to facilitate the analysis. In the transcriptions, I tried to keep the spoken lan-
guage intact to a great extent, but since I did not engage in a detailed conver-
sation analysis (see, e.g., Wetherell, 2004), I prioritised the social interaction 
and edited some parts of the transcriptions slightly to enhance the readability. 

In the case in which the interviewees declined to be recorded, I took careful 
notes and wrote additional reflections immediately after the interview. How-
ever, the material from this interview was much less detailed than that from 
the recorded and transcribed interviews. 

The interviews lasted between 30-90 minutes. However, many of the con-
versations I had with the interviewees continued after I had turned off the dic-
taphone. Often, we continued to engage in small talk after the recording and 
circled back to the things discussed in the recorded interview. On one occa-
sion, one interviewee insisted that I should stay at her guest cottage when I 
was attending an event organised by her network. Because of this, I ended up 
spending almost 24 hours with her, and we talked about the interview themes 
and related topics both before and after the recorded interview. Another inter-
viewee insisted that I could not leave until I had seen the ‘the village’ and took 

me on a car tour after the recorded interview. Our conversation continued dur-
ing this tour. In some instances, the interviewees gave me a ride to the bus 
stop or train station after the interview, and our conversations continued dur-
ing the ride. After all the interviews, I wrote down my reflections on the situ-
ation and the things we had discussed as soon as possible, and on the occasions 
where we continued to discuss themes from the recorded interviews, I wrote 
them down as accurately as my memory allowed. 

Primarily, when possible, the interviewees were strategically selected 
based on their active involvement in the networks (but the degree of their in-
volvement differed), but I also used snowball selection (Esaiasson, 
2002/2007) when the informality of the networks inhibited strategic selection. 
In the snowballing process, I used multiple starting points to avoid ending up 
selecting interviewees from a small circle of acquaintances. However, in some 
networks, most of the active members had known each other for years. 

In addition to the interviews with women forest owners active in the 
women-only networks, I conducted two interviews, which I never used for the 
analysis, with civil servants at a forest-owner association. In my previous de-
scription of the networks, I briefly addressed my initial plans to study the tran-
sition from the forest-owner associations’ engagement with women’s net-

works to their focus on gender mainstreaming. The two interviews with civil 
servants were partly concerned with women’s networks but mainly focused 
on the launch of the gender mainstreaming project in this particular forest-
owner association. Since I decided not to follow this initial idea, I never used 
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these two interviews in my formal analysis of the material, even though these 
interviews were also a part of my thinking process. 
 All the interviewees were given pseudonyms for confidentiality. As men-
tioned previously, the networks and the regions they cover have also been 
anonymised; since active network members were selected as interviewees, the 
identification of regions would make the identification of individuals easy.   

Participant observations 
Participant observation has its roots in anthropology and has traditionally been 
characterised by long-term involvement with the studied group (Aull Davies, 
1999). As my focus was on women forest owners’ performances in relation to 

their separate networks and as these networks were only occasionally mani-
fested physically in specific activities, the participant observations I conducted 
were scattered in space and time and usually only lasted a couple of hours for 
the duration of the network activities. 
 However, my main interest is individual performances and experiences, 
which is most easily accessed through interviews. Nevertheless, the point of 
ethnographic participant observation is to understand the social and cultural 
practices of a specific group of people in the context of their everyday life 
(Cook, 2005). Thus, the participant observations enabled me to experience 
social interaction, which provided an additional crystallised reflection of the 
women forest owners’ gendered performances in relation to the networks. The 

participant observations captured nonverbal expressions and feelings, social 
interaction between the women in the networks, and a sense of the priorities, 
the structure, and the organisation of the networks and their activities. These 
observations also helped me identify themes and topics to cover in the inter-
views and sometimes to identify interviewees. 

I participated in and observed five different events organised by four of the 
networks. I participated in different types of activities, depending on what the 
networks organised at the time of my fieldwork. I attended one annual meeting 
by one of the networks (including lectures, workshops, and mingling). On an-
other occasion, I came along on an excursion to a nature reserve. I also at-
tended two evening lectures (which also included discussions and time set 
aside for socialising), as well as a full-day event with lectures, exhibitions, and 
workshops. 

In the larger meetings the greater number of participants prevented me from 
obtaining an overview of what was going in parallel workshops and discus-
sions. In contrast, during smaller events, it was possible for me to be more part 
of the participant group as whole. These different types of activities and events 
created somewhat different materials but also made me aware of how the net-
works could manifest in different ways. 
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As in the interviews, my focus in the participant observations was both the 
content and the way in which the women created meaning and upheld discur-
sive logics (Börjesson, 2003) in their social interactions and nonverbal expres-
sions. I took notes when possible and always summarised my impressions 
from the events and activities as soon as possible. In my field notes, I also 
reflected upon my own role and position during the events, which was a part 
of the process of reflexivity. 

Participant observation can mean different things and be performed in dif-
ferent ways. I adhere to the ideal of being a sympathetic and non-judgmental 
listener (Cook, 2005) and participant. I participated in the activities that I at-
tended but not always in the same way as that of the network members. Since 
I attended as a guest and not a network member, I did not engage in public 
discussions and workshops, even if I was present at such discussions and 
workshops. Thus, I was perhaps more of an observer, even if I participated in 
the social context of their activities. 

Since two of the networks dissolved around the time of my fieldwork, it 
was not possible to attend any of their events, as these networks were no longer 
organising any activities. However, in relation to one of these dissolved net-
works, I attended a forest-owner association’s meeting, at which the gender 
mainstreaming project, replacing the women’s network, was launched. Ini-
tially, I planned to use this observation as a part of studying the transition from 
separate networks to gender mainstreaming projects. However, as I discussed 
previously, I did not follow through with this study, and therefore I never for-
mally used the field notes from this participant observation. Nevertheless, it 
was still useful for me to attend, because several women from the dissolved 
network attended, and it gave me an opportunity to meet them, interview a 
few, and set up interviews with others. 

I obtained access to participate in the various events and activities through 
the assistance of the interviewees who were especially active or held key po-
sitions in the networks and who in one sense functioned as gatekeepers (Cook, 
2005). However, all the women I interviewed were generally generous, invit-
ing me to attend different activities. 

My ambition was always to be ‘overt’, i.e., open about my role and purpose 

of attending (Cook, 2005) while participating and observing at the network 
activities. I always attended with permission and an invitation. In some in-
stances, my contact person, or gatekeeper, announced my presence and my 
purpose of attending in a programme leaflet and/or verbally in front of every-
one. However, although I was presented in the meetings, all the attendees did 
not have the opportunity to consent to my participation and observations. On 
two occasions, I attended events at which several people knew who I was, but 
my presence was not announced to people dropping in, and during these 
events, I did not find an opportunity to take the floor and announce my pres-
ence in front of everyone. In these instances, I took every opportunity to pre-
sent myself and my role to the people I conversed with at the events; however, 
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the number of people I interacted with was far from everyone. During one of 
the activities I attended, as there was a small number of participants, I was 
able to talk to all of them individually and explain what I was doing there. 

I have drawn less on examples and field note extracts than on interview 
quotes. This is mostly because the interview material was larger and that my 
focus was individual performances. However, due to the varying degrees of 
openness about my presence during the observations, I also chose fewer ex-
amples from the field notes. Nevertheless, the participant observations formed 
my thoughts during the research process, provided important reflections of 
gendered performances, and contributed to my overall analysis. 

Textual analysis 
Textual analysis is about understanding culture and context. It can be used to 
analyse a range of texts, including written texts, music, film, or maps (Aitken, 
2005), in which struggles over meaning are embedded (Leavy, 2007b). 

Moreover, textual analysis can mean many different things. What I refer to 
here is a qualitative poststructural feminist textual analysis, which is a textual 
analysis performed from the theoretical and epistemological position of post-
structural feminism (see chapter four for a more elaborate discussion on post-
structural feminism). In the poststructural tradition, texts are understood as 
social products produced through discourse (Aitken, 2005), and as a method, 
textual analysis assumes that we can gain understanding of social life by stud-
ying texts reflecting these discourses (Leavy, 2007b). The networks’ texts are 

thus valuable, as they provide yet another crystallised reflection of social prac-
tices and gendered performances in the networks. 

Feminist text analyses involve a focus on various aspects, e.g., gendered 
power relations, the ways in which gender and social differences are repre-
sented (including the construction, contestation, and reconstruction of femi-
ninities and masculinities), or the ways in which certain perspectives are si-
lenced and marginalised (Leavy, 2007b), all of which are part of the analyses 
in the different papers in this thesis. Additionally, as for the material produced 
by the ethnographic methods (the interviews and the participant observations), 
I have focused on the content of the narratives, the ways in which the meaning 
is constructed, and the ways in which the discursive logics are upheld (Bör-
jesson, 2003). 

In this study, I analysed written material, such as statutes, brochures, and 
website texts, produced by the networks themselves. The analysis of these 
texts had two main purposes. They were analysed in tandem with the other 
materials generated from the interviews and the participant observation for 
Papers II and III, but to understand the context and develop relevant questions 
for the interview guide, I also studied these texts prior to the fieldwork. In that 
sense, they also played a vital role in the development of Paper I, although I 
did not formally analyse the textual material with the other materials for this 
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paper. A major difference between the textual analysis and the other methods 
used in this thesis is that the textual material I analysed existed independently 
from the research process. This means that I am not a co-creator of the material 
(Leavy, 2007b), as was the case with the interviews, interview transcripts, par-
ticipant observations, and field notes. 

Finally, in the papers, because of the primary focus on individual perfor-
mances, the textual material is (similar to the participant observations) not as 
visible as the interviews. Additionally, for confidentiality reasons, I refrained 
from bringing forward examples or quotes from the texts, as many of the texts 
were easily accessible and could have identified the networks. Nevertheless, 
the textual analysis provided an important reflection of how gendered dis-
courses were formulated and upheld, which was important to the overall anal-
ysis (for Papers II and III).  

Analysing the material 
The empirical material consists of interview recordings, interview transcrip-
tions, field notes from the interviews and participant observations, and written 
texts produced by the networks. The interview material is more voluminous 
than the observation and the network texts and therefore more prominent in 
the discussion of the findings in the papers.  

All the material was coded thematically by using the coding software 
NVivo (with the exception of a few texts that were only available in print; 
these texts were instead coded by hand and added to the digitally coded mate-
rial). Initially, to explore different ways of categorising the material, I used 
many overlapping categories in the coding process (close to 70 categories). 
The coding software allowed me to go back and forth in the coding process, 
to split up or merge codes, create subcodes, take notes directly attached to the 
codes and to create links between paragraphs, sentences or words in different 
codes or documents. This tool enabled the use of a dynamic process to make 
sense of the material and helped me to obtain an overview of the study as a 
whole, as well as to set boundaries between the material intended to be ana-
lysed in the three different papers. While the coding in NVivo constituted an 
important first round of coding and analysis, I often ended up doing a second 
round of sub-coding by hand, which involved a more refined analysis of the 
material within the primary coding categories. 

In my analysis of the materials, I focused on logics, categories, and mean-
ings central to the narratives. I looked for both common themes and variations 
between the different material categories as well as within the set of inter-
views, the observations, and the different texts. I coded both emic themes, i.e., 
themes based on the framings used by the interviewees to describe their expe-
riences (thus not directly linked to the research questions and theory) and etic 
themes, i.e., themes connected to the research questions and my theoretical 
understanding (Crang, 2005), although my coding scheme was dominated by 
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etic categories. The etic coding categories were often based on the themes in 
the interview guide (see table 2) but sometimes ended up with subcodes of a 
more emic nature. For example, one theme from the interview guide, ‘the pur-

pose of the women’s network’, also ended up becoming an etic coding cate-
gory in the analysis process. However, this category had subcategories of 
which some surfaced based on the way the interviewees framed their narra-
tives and were thus arguably emic codes. One of those subcategories was the 
ideal of becoming an ‘active forest owner’, which was a theme central to the 
interviewees’ narratives. In the second round of coding, I recoded the category 
of the ‘active forest owner’ (according to the different types of active forest 

owners envisioned by the interviewees) and thus refined the analysis (which I 
present in Paper II). Another example of an emic subcategory is (forest) 
‘beauty’ (which I also discuss in Paper II). While I steered the interview to-
wards a conversation about activities and central topics in the networks, as 
well as individual forest ideals and management practices, forest beauty as an 
important ideal was brought forward by the interviewees and was not a topic 
I specifically asked about. 

Although the structured phase of the coding encompassed a large part of 
the analysis work, the process of analysing my material exceeded the bound-
aries of the formal coding. The analysis was an iterative process of going back 
and forth between the literature, theory, and empirical material during the 
many years of the entire research process. Some parts of the analysis devel-
oped early while I was in the field but were refined and developed at later 
stages. Other parts of the analysis came much later when some time had passed 
since the actual encounters with the women and their networks. 

An example of an analysis that developed later was my understanding of 
the widespread reluctance to frame the networks as feminist and/or as gender 
equality projects as expressions of postfeminism; which I discuss in Paper III. 
From the beginning of the study, I was curious about the women’s framings 

of their networks, a topic about which I asked them about in the interviews. 
However, I was somewhat surprised by the (sometimes) hostile attitude to-
wards feminism and some of the women’s unwillingness to politicise their 
collective action, especially as the networks were formed as result of the 
women’s marginalisation in forestry. How to understand this was something I 

thought about for a long time or rather processed at the back of my head while 
reading and writing about other things. In the first round of the coding, the 
categories relating to this material, including coding categories such as ‘the 

network and feminism’, ‘the network and gender equality’, ‘individual posi-

tionings as marginalised’, and ‘individual positionings as equal’,  were rather 

rough-hewn. When I began the more active analysis of these codes, I engaged 
with the different categories both individually and collectively in tandem with 
reading the literature. In this phase, I sub-coded these codes by using concepts 
from the literature, such as ‘discursive moves’ used to deny sexism and reject 
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feminism, and how these moves were either spatial and/or temporal (which I 
explore in Paper III). 

During this analysis process, my focus and angle also changed somewhat. 
Initially, in the research process, I was more interested in the networks. How-
ever, during the analyses, I ended up focusing more on the women’s individual 

performances within and in relation to the networks, rather than on the net-
works themselves. This change was not deliberate but rather an organic devel-
opment unfolding both while doing fieldwork and while engaging with the 
material. I think this process reflects how research, and the analysis work in 
specific, is naturally dynamic. 

Presentation of the material 
In line with the feminist research ambition to be self-aware and to make your-
self visible in the analysis (Presser 2005) to create situated knowledge, I have 
strived to make myself visible in the texts in this thesis. However, the research 
process has also been a process of unlearning how to hide behind the passive 
voice present in positivist research, and I would argue that I am still both un-
learning and learning to situate myself more clearly in my research. 
 When writing the papers, I always started out with longer quotes and ex-
tracts from the interview transcripts and field notes. However, due to word 
limits set by journals, I ended up reducing both the amount and length of the 
interview quotes and field note examples. Some quotes in the papers are 
longer, but many are shorter. Moreover, I often had to reduce the women’s 

narratives to descriptions rather than make room for their own voices, espe-
cially since their accounts were often lengthy and thus not suitable for the 
concise format of a scientific paper. 

The interviews, texts and my field notes were originally in Swedish, and I 
have therefore translated the quotes presented in the papers. I tried to stay as 
close as possible to their (and my) spoken language, but in some cases, this 
was not possible without compromising the readability and meaning of the 
quote; I thus prioritised preserving the intended meaning of the quotes when 
translating them from Swedish to English. 

As I final comment on the presentation of the material, I would like to ad-
dress some things that I left out. For example, all the papers address the mar-
ginalisation of women in Swedish forestry, and Paper I and Paper III also dis-
cuss the sexism many of them had experienced. However, I have not expanded 
on the experiences of crude sexism in the papers. This is partly because I have 
not made analytical points of the content of some of these stories, and there-
fore they were rationalised away. Nevertheless, the #MeToo movement in 
2017 and the hashtag #slutavverkat (meaning ‘clear-felled’ and specifically 

addressing women’s experiences in the Swedish forest sector) published on 

Instagram showed that simply telling such experiences en masse can be pow-
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erful. In light of this, I feel a responsibility to the interviewees to do their ex-
periences of sexism justice by conveying a sense of what such experiences 
were like. As the format of a compilation thesis allows me to make room for 
addressing issues left out in the papers, I seize the opportunity to share one of 
the interviewees’ stories of sexism in a situation in which the interviewee 
Charlotte experienced great discomfort: 
 

Emmeline: But, when you talked at the beginning about what it was 
like, ravings about women and such, do you have any examples of that? 
Charlotte: (exhales) Yes, there were filthy stories. I remember one time 
when we sat in the woods and had coffee [during a forestry course], and 
I was the only woman in a group of men. And how he, the teacher then, 
or the leader, started to tell [a story about], eh hehe, how some guy is 
going on uh... well, fucking a tree trunk with a hole in it and then he's 
doing that, and then he kicks that tree trunk.  And then they ask, I don't 
remember the whole story, I don’t even remember the point, then the 

others ask, ehm "why do you kick the tree trunk?" and then he says 
"well, I usually do that with the bitch at home". And they [the men in 
the group] thought it was really funny. So, stories like that really... I 
don’t even remember the point of this story, but I do remember the thing 
about the hole and the jerking off and the men sitting around thinking 
this was funny, even though they had a woman present in their group. 
Such things keep women away. And it was so uncomfortable, and we 
[women] can’t say anything unless there are many of us [present]. 

Positionality and reflexivity 
In line with my ambition to conduct feminist research and contribute situated 
knowledge, this chapter is dedicated to making power relations, as well as 
myself and my choices, visible within the research process. 

I am a woman researcher in the context of patriarchal relations and social 
science. Thus, my research interests and the focus of my study could be un-
derstood as part of a discursive order in which the binaries of local/global and 
micro/macro associate female researchers with local studies in micro pro-
cesses and male researchers with macro analyses (Acker, 2004). In recogni-
tion of this, I am aware that I am a product of discourse just as anyone else. 
Nevertheless, the focus on the local and micro processes is an explicit aim of 
much feminist research, such as feminist political ecology, in which the scale 
of the intimate and its connection to other scales have been given much less 
attention in (patriarchal) mainstream research, and is something I chose delib-
erately as a feminist. 

Moreover, situated knowledge and transparency regarding your position as 
a researcher is an important ideal, but it has been argued that it may be almost 
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impossible for researchers to fully locate themselves within the context of 
their research (Rose, 1997). Nevertheless, I will attempt to describe how my 
own positionalities have informed my work and the situated knowledge pro-
duction in this thesis. I am a privileged, middle-class, white, cis-normative 
heterosexual woman born in Sweden; I grew up in central Stockholm and cur-
rently live my life in a normative nuclear family with my husband and two 
children. I am also a feminist, politically oriented to the green left. My formal 
training is mainly in human geography but also encompasses anthropology, 
ecology, and environmental social science. These are positions and experi-
ences that all influence my studies, and this influence ranges from the topic I 
chose to the analysis I have made. 

The reasons I have studied women’s forestry networks are connected to my 

general interest in natural resource governance and gendered power relations, 
my educational background, and my professional path following my formal 
education. In my undergraduate studies and as a master student, I always grav-
itated towards the issue of gender and power in social relations in environ-
mental management and governance. Prior to my PhD studies, I worked as a 
project assistant at the Department of Geography at Umeå University. During 
that time, I worked on several projects in forest governance, forest discourses, 
and social relations in forestry. When I started my PhD studies in Stockholm, 
I wanted to continue to explore the social dynamics in forestry and make use 
of my knowledge and experience of working in this field. As the profile for 
the PhD student vacancy that I was granted was fairly broad but entailed a 
required focus on gender (and planning in a broad sense), it allowed me to 
combine my interests in forestry and gendered power relations. While working 
on setting the parameters for the study, I happened to read about one of the 
networks I later came to study, and it sparked my curiosity. 

Power relations in the research process 
In some ways, I inhabited a position of power as the researcher vis-à-vis the 
researched. For example, given that I am from Stockholm and have conducted  
research with people affiliated with a resource-dependent industry, sometimes 
in locations that historically have been subjected to colonial domination from 
urban centres and the national power centre in Stockholm in particular, my 
research can be seen as a continuation of a colonial relationship. 

Furthermore, conducting (feminist) research with marginalised groups is a 
way of trying to give voice to these groups through the research. However, it 
has been argued that there is a risk that such representation may lead to a pro-
cess of othering in which the marginal group is being treated as the exotic 
Other and that the researcher may appropriate their voice and try to make 
him/herself an expert in their lives (Valentine, 2005) as a ‘colonialist investi-

gator’ or ‘valiant protector’ (Dunn, 2005, p. 81). Moreover, in the interviews, 
the researcher sets the agenda as the instigator and director of the interview, 
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steering the material being produced (Presser, 2005), which is an exercise of 
power. Similarly, my observations and analysis of the written material are 
based on my understanding of what is relevant and interesting. 

While these insights have been with me since the outset of the research 
project, my reflections about my position as a researcher have changed during 
the research process. Initially, I was anxious about having a too powerful po-
sition in relation to the women I encountered and not representing their voices 
properly. However, my perspective on the research, the interviewees’ posi-

tions, and my own position changed during the fieldwork and the subsequent 
theoretical work. Now, I would rather describe our relationships as asymmet-
rical, fluid, and contextual. Although I agree with the importance of being 
aware of the position of power you embody as a researcher, the power of the 
researcher should not be overemphasised. Miraftab (2004) points out that such 
overemphasis risks victimizing research participants, portraying them as pas-
sive, objectified, and powerless in relation to the researcher, and that it ob-
scures the influence that the researched have in the research process. 

Furthermore, as I have already addressed in the section about the women 
in the networks, the interviewees were marginalised as women in forestry, but 
several of them were also privileged through their whiteness, education, mid-
dle-class position, apparent cis-normative performance of heterosexuality, as 
well as through their position as owners of valuable land capital. Moreover, 
during the fieldwork, I was in my late twenties, and most of the interviewees 
had a senior position in relation to me in terms of age, as all interviewees but 
one was also older than me. Many of them were also far along in their profes-
sional lives or at the end of their careers, while I was in the beginning of mine. 
Some of them also held doctorate degrees or other academic titles, which 
granted them certain positions of power in relation to me as a PhD student, 
even though I was the researcher in the context of our encounter. 

Given the interviewees’ privileges, I often ended up in a junior position to 
many of the women I interviewed, and I did not do anything to change that. 
When researching ‘up’, it may not be appropriate to attempt to create a flatter 
research relationship, which would also be very difficult (Neal & McLaughlin, 
2009). However, in some interviews, my experience was that I automatically 
ended up in a position of power as the researcher, and in such situations, I 
always attempted to flatten the relationship by adjusting my performance. 
Within the interviews in particular, power flowed unevenly across and be-
tween the multiple positionalities both me and the interviewees inhabited. 

Given the differences between the different contexts of the encounters, I 
drew on an ‘elasticity of positionality’ as a field strategy (Rice, 2010) and 
performed differently with different people depending on the particularities of 
the specific interview or situation. McDowell (1998) describes something 
similar when she explains how she adapted her behaviour and accepted a cer-
tain subordination in some interviews, emphasising her competence and effi-
ciency in others, while being sisterly with some women closer to her in age. 
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For me, such an approach was not about presenting false images of myself but 
rather was used to highlight certain aspects of myself in different situations, 
which in my experience facilitates communication. 

The interviewees’ privilege also complicates the idea of giving them a 
voice. As members of a privileged class, they already have a voice, even if it 
may be marginalised in forestry. For me as a researcher, this became a balanc-
ing act, in which I wanted to give them voice in terms of their marginalisation 
but simultaneously wanted to be able to think critically about their narratives 
as part of a privileged group engaged in upholding these privileges. 
 This was also something I struggled with while coding and analysing. I 
aimed to be open towards the women’s own way of conceptualising their sto-
ries and not miss out on emic codes; yet, I did not want to compromise etic 
codes (Crang, 2005) and useful analytical categories, such as patriarchal rela-
tions or class structures, that were not always recognised by the interviewees. 
However, just because patriarchal relations are not recognised in a certain con-
text or by certain people, it does not mean they are not there. For example, the 
repudiation of sexism and marginalisation is part of the analysis in Paper III, 
in which I argue that the women’s performances are an expression of a post-

feminist sensibility. 

Positional space and research locations 
Another aspect of positionality in my research is the issue of being an insider 
or an outsider. Being an insider is argued to be advantageous, as insiders have 
a more intimate understanding of the group they study. However, an ad-
vantage of being an outsider is to be perceived as neutral and to be therefore 
possibly given information that would not be given to someone belonging to 
that group (Mullings, 1999). Given that I have lived my entire life in an urban 
context, far away from rural forestry and generational projects of land inher-
itance, I could never claim to be an insider in forestry. However, the women I 
encountered and I also have many things in common. We are all women; we 
share the same language, and we live in the cultural context of Sweden. 

Moreover, regarding the separation of insiders/outsiders, Mullings (1999) 
argues that this binary division is false. It assumes that identities are fixed in 
time and space. Instead, the insider/outsider position should be understood as 
more fluid, and as a researcher, you can never be fully positioned on either 
side. Mullings argues that researchers should seek positional space, which 
comprise “areas where the situated knowledge of both parties in the interview 

encounter, engender a level of trust and co-operation” (Mullings, 1999, p. 

340). Many of interviewees and other women I encountered during the field 
work asked me about my background and were positively surprised that some-
one outside of forestry would take on research on this topic, and in the inter-
views, I experienced that the interviewees and I often found a ‘positional 

space’ based on our common interest, i.e., women in forestry. 
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This positional space and the way the interviews developed also depended 
on the location of the interview, which is also important to consider when ex-
amining the power relations in the research situation (Elwood & Martin, 
2000). ‘Different stories can be told from different places’ (Datta 2008, p. 
202), and different places also evoke different feelings in the researcher 
(Datta, 2008). As I have mentioned in the section about the interviews, I al-
ways suggested meeting the interviewees at a place most convenient to them. 
Some interviewees I met in public places, such as cafés, restaurants, or work-
places, for just the time of the interview. I visited several interviewees in their 
homes, and with one interviewee, I spent almost the entire day, including 
spending the night in her guest cottage. These different venues created differ-
ent settings for the interviews, and the ones in which I visited the women’s 

homes generally (but not always) created a more open and intimate atmos-
phere. My impression was that in the comfort of their home, these women felt 
more at ease, and these interviews were more like open conversations in which 
the dynamics of power were less tangible, as the homes created a sense of 
intimacy. The interviews conducted in public places often felt more formal 
and sometimes less vivid. However, several such interviews in public places 
developed to easy-going conversations with openness and trust. 

The location and context also mattered for my role in the participant obser-
vations. As discussed previously, some observations were more overt than 
others. However, my visibility also depended on the location, the number of 
participants, and the type of event. At meetings with a larger number of par-
ticipants, it was more difficult to be overt but easier to blend in. In addition, 
in smaller groups, I was more visible and could more easily present myself 
and the purpose of my presence. 
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5. Overview of papers 

Paper I 
Laszlo Ambjörnsson, E. (2020). Performing female masculinities and negoti-
ating femininities: challenging gender hegemonies in Swedish forestry 
through women’s networks. Gender, Place & Culture. Advance online publi-
cation. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2020.1825215 
 
Abstract 
This paper addresses the discursive and spatial constructions of female mas-
culinities and femininities in separate networks for women forest owners in 
Sweden. Based on qualitative research conducted with members of six such 
networks, I explored the spatial negotiations and performances of femininities 
and female masculinities in relation to hegemonic forestry masculinities. I 
found that the separate spaces provided by the networks enabled the women 
to find strategies by which to navigate the spatial relations permeated by heg-
emonic forestry masculinity, which empowered them to resist the subordinate 
position of hegemonic femininity and to ‘claim space’. The women claimed 

this space by asserting alternative femininities and performing embodied fe-
male masculinities conceptualized as ‘the tough forest owner’ and the ‘entre-

preneurial forest owner’ to gain access to both symbolic and material spaces, 

including the category of ‘the forest owner’. The performances of female mas-

culinities were largely conducted from other positions of privilege, such as 
class and heterosexuality, which included performances of hegemonic femi-
ninity. Therefore, these performances of female masculinities generated status 
rather than stigmatisation. Furthermore, the analysis showed how these mas-
culinities and femininities were negotiated and performed in relation to for-
estry spatiality as well as rurality and urbanity. I argue that the spatial perfor-
mances of alternative femininities and female masculinities challenge hege-
monic masculinities in a way that disrupts the male exclusivity of the category 
of ‘the forest owner’, although the performances of female masculinities also 

reinforce the superior position of masculinities in relation to femininities. 
 
Keywords: femininity; female masculinity; hegemonic masculinity; rurality; 
forestry; Sweden. 
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Paper II 
Laszlo Ambjörnsson, E. Performing ‘the active forest owner’ in neoliberalised 

forest governance: negotiating gendered forest-owner subjectivities in Swe-
dish networks for women. Unpublished manuscript, submitted to a peer-reviewed 
journal. 
 
Abstract 
Through the lens of feminist political ecology, this paper explores how the 
neoliberalisation of Swedish forest governance influences the performances 
and negotiations of gendered subjectivities in six separate networks for 
women. The study draws on participant observations from network events, 
qualitative interviews with network members, and textual analysis of the net-
works’ written material. The analysis shows that the gendered forest-owner 
subjectivities of the network members are largely formed in relation to the 
discursive policy construct of ‘the active forest owner’, which should be un-

derstood as a masculinist expression of the neoliberalisation of Swedish forest 
governance. ‘Active’ does not refer to being physically engaged in forestry 

work but rather to be a knowledgeable entrepreneur oriented towards indus-
trial timber production. Performing ‘the active forest owner’ is a way for 
women to become recognised as knowledgeable subjects in forestry, but it 
also makes them compliant subjects in neoliberalised Swedish forest govern-
ance. Nevertheless, the networks also provide spaces where the meaning of 
‘active’ can be negotiated to also include feminine-coded social and/or envi-
ronmental values based on an ethics of care that challenges the normative ide-
als of masculinity and neoliberalism. However, the narratives in the networks 
and the performances of individual subjectivities are often ambiguous and 
contain both resistance to and compliance with the status quo. These negotia-
tions enable the formulation of alternative visions for human-nature interac-
tion but only partly lead to changed forest management practices. 
 
Keywords: feminist political ecology; gender; environmental governance; ne-
oliberalisation; forestry. 
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Paper III 
Laszlo Ambjörnsson, E. Forest feminists? Performing postfeminist subjectiv-
ities in Swedish women forest owners’ collective action. Unpublished manu-
script, submitted to a peer-reviewed journal. 
 
Abstract 
Postfeminism has received little attention within feminist geography; there-
fore, spatialities have been left largely unexplored in postfeminist studies. In 
this paper, I explore how postfeminist performances by women forest owners 
are articulated and maintained in relation to their collective action, paying spe-
cial attention to spatiality and spatial power relations. I base my analysis on 
semi-structured interviews with women forest owners from six separate net-
works for women, participant observations at network events, and an analysis 
of the networks’ written material. The women were reluctant to frame their 

separate networks as feminist and/or gender equality projects, which I argue 
should be understood as an expression of a postfeminist sensibility traversed 
by spatial power relations enacted within Swedish forestry, constituting a so-
cial and economic space associated with rurality. Feminism and gender equal-
ity were partly understood in relation to spatial power relations connected to 
the urban-rural dichotomy, which contributed to the articulation of individual 
postfeminist performances, including the use of spatial and temporal discur-
sive moves to reject sexism and marginalisation, and consequently, the preser-
vation of the self as emancipated while rejecting the need for feminist collec-
tive action. The analysis further unpacks how postfeminism is articulated and 
maintained, contributing to a broader understanding of the paradoxes of 
women’s collective action. 
 
Keywords: postfeminism; collective action; spatiality; rurality; forestry. 
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6. Concluding discussion 

 
 
In this thesis, I have identified and analysed key features of the negotiations 
of women’s gendered performances in environmental governance, explicitly 

addressing the spatialities involved in such negotiations. Positioned in femi-
nist geography and drawing on insights from feminist political ecology, my 
aim has been to explore women forest owners’ gendered performances in 

Swedish forestry through their engagement in women-only networks. I have 
fulfilled this aim by posing one overarching research question and three sub 
questions addressing different aspects of the overarching question. In this 
chapter, I bring the discussions in the papers together to provide answers to 
the research questions that have guided the study. 

The overarching question I have asked in this study is how gendered sub-
jectivities are negotiated and performed by women forest owners in their 
women-only networks (research question one) The answer to this question is 
something that I discuss in all three papers in the thesis, but with a focus on 
different aspects of these performances in each paper. These different aspects 
of the forest-owner women’s gendered performances are the following. First, 
I have discussed the gendered nature of their forest-owner identities in terms 
of enacting different forms of femininities and female masculinities to be rec-
ognised as legitimate forest owners (see Paper I and the discussion in the sec-
tion ‘Performing femininities and female masculinities’). Second, I consid-
ered how the women forest owners perform gender in relation to the framing 
of their women-only form of collective action (the answer to this question is 
discussed in different ways in all the papers but see mainly Paper III and the 
discussion in the section ‘Negotiating the organisation of women-only net-
works’). Third, I have explored how the construction of forestry masculinities 
is connected to a production-oriented forestry ideal, while concerns for social 
and/or environmental values are coded as feminine. These negotiations and 
performances of the forest-owner women’s gendered subjectivities are con-

nected to Swedish forest policy and governance, which are reflected in forest 
management ideals (see Paper II, and I the discussion in the section ‘Gendered 

policy performances’). The forest-owner women’s gender performances were 

also spatial in different ways and bound up in spatial power relations. Spatial-
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ities is a crosscutting theme in the study that I have discussed to various ex-
tents in relation to the other aspects of the forest-owner women’s perfor-

mances (see all the papers and the section in this chapter labelled ‘Spatial gen-

der performances’). 

Performing femininities and female masculinities 
Two ways in which the forest-owner women performed their gendered sub-
jectivities was to assert alternative femininities and enact female masculinities 
(research question one). These performances were ways to be recognised as 
legitimate forest owners in Swedish forestry and resist the subordinate posi-
tion associated with hegemonic femininity. In their performances of female 
masculinities, the women forest owners appropriated features of two dominant 
forestry masculinities, which I conceptualise as the ‘tough forest owner’ and 

‘the entrepreneurial forest owner’. 
The tough forest owner built on engaging in physical work and using ma-

chinery. The chainsaw had an important symbolic value in the construction of 
this masculinity and learning how to operate chainsaws was a strategy that 
several of the women forest owners used to be acknowledged as proper forest 
owners. However, some women resisted this tough masculinity and the per-
ceived necessity of operating chainsaws, which was also a resistance towards 
the discursive construction of women as needing transformation to achieve 
gender equality in Swedish forestry. 

Nevertheless, none of the interviewees fully resisted the transformation 
narrative of women in forestry. The women who resisted the tough forest-
owner masculinity instead drew on the entrepreneurial forest-owner mascu-
linity, which built on managerial qualities and engagement with the business 
aspects of forest ownership, which also included transformation. Moreover, 
the women’s performances were not clear-cut, and the interviewees could 
draw on different types of female masculinities and femininities in relation to 
different aspects of their forest ownership. 

The women’s performances of female masculinities were not stigmatised 

as when women perform masculinity as part of their queerness (e.g., Hal-
berstam, 1998/2019; Schippers, 2007); instead, the forest-owner women’s 

masculinity performances generated status. The positive perception of their 
performances should be understood as a result of the positions of privilege 
from which these women performed gender, including their heterosexuality, 
their whiteness, and the middle-class backgrounds many of the women had. 

Alternative femininities included an entrepreneurial identity focused on 
feminine-coded business opportunities for forest owners, such as specialising 
in wood fibre production for clothes and interior design or the production of 
forest-based delicacies. Another way the women asserted femininity was by 
the suggestion that being concerned with safety precautions surrounding the 



 

69 

use of chainsaws and other types of machinery was something that women 
were more concerned with than men. This feminine coding of safety reflects 
the idea of women being gentler by nature and therefore better at operating 
machinery (Mayes & Pini, 2010). Asserting such femininity concerned with 
safety can be understood as a way to challenge the superiority of tough forest-
owner masculinity. 

Negotiating the organisation of women-only networks 
In research question two, I ask how women’s gendered performances are ne-

gotiated in relation to the organisation of women-only networks. The answer 
to this question is discussed in all three papers but in different ways. In Paper 
I show how the performances of certain femininities and female masculinities 
related to the forest-owner identity are enabled and negotiated within the net-
work spaces. Similarly, in Paper II, I discuss how the gendered performances 
of different forest-owner subjectivities are negotiated in the spaces of the net-
works and how these performances are connected to Swedish forest policy and 
governance. However, as I have already discussed in the previous section how 
the network spaces enabled the performance of certain femininities and female 
masculinities, and I will elaborate on the negotiation of policy-related perfor-
mances in the network spaces in the next section, I will focus here on the 
women’s enactments of gendered subjectivities in relation to the form of col-

lective action through women-only networks (which is the focus of Paper III). 
Many of the women forest owners that I interviewed were reluctant to 

frame their women-only networks as feminist and/or gender equality projects, 
which I argue should be understood as an expression of a neoliberal ‘postfem-

inist sensibility’ (coined by Gill, 2007). This postfeminist sensibility should 
also be understood as performed from the social and economic space that con-
stitutes Swedish forestry, in which women’s postfeminist performances are 

permeated by multiple spatial power relations. I will elaborate on these spati-
alities in the following section (‘Spatial gender performances’). 
 Within the neoliberal postfeminist discourse, separate organisations for 
women were contentious and resulted in much tension around the framing of 
the women-only networks. Feminism was considered by many of the women 
to be extreme and antagonistic towards men, while ‘gender equality’ was 

sometimes frowned upon and at other times perceived as less controversial 
than ‘feminism’, especially when it was justified in economic terms of profit-
ability (which highlights the integration of neoliberalism and postfeminism). 
 The forest-owner women’s rejection of feminist and/or gender equality 

framings of their women-only networks were performative acts connected to 
the postfeminist ideal of an empowered and agentic subject, which, in turn, is 
connected to the neoliberal ideal of individualism. These ideals stand in sharp 
contrast to the feminist ideas of structural inequality, victimhood, and the need 
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for collective action. Engaging in feminist collective action would thus con-
flict with the idea of becoming a self-reliant and empowered postfeminist ne-
oliberal subject. For some of the networks, the tension around organising as 
women resulted in discontinuation. Two of the networks in the study were 
dissolved (in favour of gender mainstreaming efforts) at the beginning of the 
fieldwork for this study, and the other networks were more or less temporary 
with the long-term goal of dissolving. Nevertheless, many of the interviewees 
expressed ambitions to disrupt male domination within forestry both for them-
selves and for others. Rejecting radical or politicised framings of the networks 
in terms of feminist or gender equality projects was thus part of a strategy to 
collectively achieve change within the constraints of the pervasive postfemi-
nist sensibility. 

The forest-owner women’s identification or disidentification with femi-
nism was also connected to class (and spatiality) in different ways. For some 
interviewees with a privileged position, acknowledging their marginalisation 
as a result of structural inequality in forestry did not challenge their privileges 
outside of forestry (such as their non-forestry-related professional life). How-
ever, other privileged women perceived the acknowledgement of marginali-
sation and victimhood (feminism) as threatening to their position. For less 
privileged women, identification with a feminist victimhood status meant a 
further loss of power within a discourse where gender equality has supposedly 
already been achieved. 

Gendered policy performances 
In research question three, I ask how the performances of forest-owner women 
are produced and reproduced in relation to Swedish forest policy and govern-
ance. The answer to this question is primarily discussed in Paper II but also 
briefly addressed in Paper I. To answer this question, I draw on the tradition 
of feminist political ecology and its focus on the connection between mi-
cropolitics and processes at other scales affecting the struggles over environ-
mental resources. 
 The forest-owner women’s gender performances were clearly connected to 

the neoliberalised Swedish forest policy and governance, most evidently in 
the frequently recurring performances of ‘the active forest owner’ in the net-

work activities and interviews. The active forest owner is a discursive policy 
construction (Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015) that draws on the masculinist 
discourse inherent to neoliberal ideology and the production-oriented forestry 
masculinities connected to the modern production discourse in Swedish forest 
policy and thus reflects the struggle over forest resource use. 

To a large extent, the network activities were aimed at educating and trans-
forming women into active forest owners, which clearly influenced the per-
formances of many of the interviewees. ‘The active forest owner’ is connected 
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to the entrepreneurial forest-owner masculinity that I discussed in the previous 
section (and in Paper I), and being active entailed an orientation towards in-
dustrial timber production and included belief in market mechanisms, volun-
tariness, entrepreneurship, and the importance of private ownership. In this 
policy construction, the forest is primarily understood as part of the economic 
system rather than the ecosystem. 

Becoming active was a way for the women forest owners to be recognised 
as knowledgeable subjects in forestry. However, becoming recognised also 
meant complying with the values of the neoliberalised Swedish forest policy 
and governance structure, or in other words, to perform Swedish forest policy. 
However, the performance of ‘the active forest owner’ not only involves com-

pliance but rather a combination of compliance and resistance connected to 
the interlocking of marginalisation and privileges. In relation to their margin-
alisation within forestry, these performances were also an act of resistance 
towards male domination. 
 Nevertheless, many of the women in the study performed gender from a 
position of several privileges, e.g., their whiteness, their cis-normative heter-
osexuality, as owners of capital assets (their forest properties), and/or middle-
class position. As I have already noted in the last section, their heterosexuality 
enabled them to perform masculinity (such as the tough forest owner, the en-
trepreneurial forest owner, and the masculinised active forest owner) in a way 
that generated status rather than stigmatisation. Their forest properties also 
constituted valuable capital assets, which in combination with the white-collar 
middle-class positions (which many of the interviewees held) made their en-
actments of ‘the active forest owner’ a reinforcement of the neoliberal status 

quo that underscored their position of privilege. For the women forest owners 
who had blue-collar professions, performing the active forest owner was in-
stead a way to make use of entrepreneurial signifiers as middle-class markers. 
 The dominant understanding of the active forest owner as solely production 
oriented was also challenged, most prominently in the independent networks 
where the relative freedom from neoliberalised production discourse perme-
ating the forest-owner associations (and in extension their attached women’s 

networks), allowed an expansion of the meaning of ‘active’. In this expanded 
notion of ‘the active forest owner’, there was also room for feminine-coded 
social and/or environmental values that drew on the green environmental dis-
course and that were considered ‘soft’ topics out of place in mixed-gender 
mainstream forestry. I argue that the emphasis on such soft values in the 
women’s performances built on an ethics of care that (at least partly) chal-

lenged the masculine-coded neoliberal values of rationality, efficiency, and 
profit maximising. 
 However, such ethics of care also parallels normative (hegemonic) femi-
ninity in the gendered division of capitalist production in which women are 
assigned to reproductive labour such as caring and nurturing (e.g., Acker, 
2004). Thus, the challenging of masculine-coded neoliberal values in forestry 
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simultaneously reinforced the gender division of capitalist production. Im-
portant to note is also that the enactments of the active forest owner were often 
ambiguous rather than clear-cut. Many of the women emphasised both forest 
production values and social and/or environmental values in their perfor-
mances. This means that they both reinforced and challenged the status quo of 
neoliberalised Swedish forest policy and governance. 

The emphasis on social and/or environmental values in the women’s per-

formances was only occasionally translated into management practices and 
then often meant that the consideration of social and environmental values 
was an addition to, not instead of, timber production. There were several rea-
sons why the management practices did not always follow the women’s per-

formances. First, abstaining from timber production depended on the individ-
ual forest owner’s economic position. Second, some interviewees suggested 

that they were too old to implement alternative ideas. Third, changing man-
agement practices could be difficult in co-ownership structures where (espe-
cially controversial) changes had to be negotiated with the co-owners. Fourth, 
as for most Swedish forest owners, manual labour in forest management was 
performed by contractors, and finding contractors who would implement al-
ternative visions for forest management was difficult. 

Nevertheless, although the performances of subjectivities drawing on so-
cial and/or environmental values did not always translate into management 
practices, changed forest-owner subjectivities are a precondition for changes 
in management practices. The women-only networks enabled the possibility 
of exploring alternative ways for forest management, in addition to the pre-
scriptions of neoliberalised Swedish forest policy and governance. 

Spatial gender performances 
In the last research question (four), I ask how spatiality and spatial power re-
lations influence the women forest owners’ gendered performances. Spatiality 
and spatial power relations are a crosscutting theme in the thesis, which I have 
discussed in relation to the forest-owner women’s performances in all three 
papers. These spatialities and spatial power relations operate at different lev-
els, ranging from the intimate to the global, and permeate the women forest 
owners’ performances in different ways. Here, I will discuss the different as-
pects of spatiality and spatial power relations together. 
 My spatial understanding of Swedish forestry is that it constitutes a dy-
namic, social, and economic space permeated by hegemonic forestry mascu-
linities and associated with rurality, in which the women forest owners nego-
tiate and perform gender in various ways (this spatial understanding is integral 
to the discussion in all papers, but most articulated in Paper III, which reflects 
my progression throughout the work with the thesis). Within this space, the 
women-only networks enable the women forest owners to navigate spatial 
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power relations and to ‘claim space’ in forestry, both individually and collec-

tively. By claiming space, they become included in the category of ‘the forest 

owner’ and thus resist marginalisation and subordination. 
 The women claimed space and attempted to be included in the forest-

owner category by performing alternative femininities to some extent, but 
mostly by performing female masculinities drawing on features of hegemonic 
forestry masculinities (‘the tough forest owner’ and ‘the entrepreneurial forest 

owner’ discussed previously in this chapter). Additionally, these perfor-
mances were bound up in spatial power relations and spatial discourses of ru-
rality and urbanity. The forest-owner category, including the policy ideal of 
‘the active forest owner’, was interpreted as being (at least partly) rural, alt-

hough the performance of ‘the tough forest owner’ drew more on rurality, 

while ‘the entrepreneurial forest owner’ drew more on urbanity. The active 
forest owner ideal was also more aligned with the latter forestry masculinity, 
as it primarily drew on a business-oriented middle-class urbanity. Neverthe-
less, the rurality associated with forest ownership aligned well with the 
women’s performances of female masculinities, which (in combination with 
their implicit normative heterosexuality), contributed to the positive and un-
controversial perception of these performances. 
 The women forest owners’ gendered performances must be understood in 

relation to the urban-rural dichotomy and the dominant position of urbanity. 
In light of the spatial power relation between urban and rural areas, rurality 
was considered both desirable and problematic. Forestry was largely under-
stood as a rural space, and the exclusion of women from forestry was thus 
considered a rural phenomenon connected to rural men. Nevertheless, there 
was simultaneous resistance towards the urban hegemony expressed as a high 
valuation of rurality, which generated status with forestry. This valuation of 
rurality was, for example, expressed as an inherent difference between resi-
dent (rural) and non-resident (often urban) forest owners, where resident forest 
owners were described more positively. Moreover, rurality occasionally out-
weighed the disadvantages of being a woman in forestry (especially if this 
rurality was temporally anchored through local ancestry). Correspondingly, 
urbanity could be a decisive disadvantage. 

The negotiations over the performances of ‘the active forest owner’ were 

part of the resistance against urban hegemony. There was a strong sense of 
overall solidarity with the rurally coded forest sector, and environmental crit-
icism (drawing on the green environmental discourse) towards conventional 
production-oriented forestry (associated with ‘the active forest owner’) was 

understood as urban, and part of urban interference and domination over rural 
areas. Performing ‘the active forest owner’ was thus a way to resist the urban 

(environmentalist) norm. 
Similarly, the forest-owner women’s rejection of feminism was sometimes 

also a result of resistance towards urban hegemony, as the feminist movement 
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was associated with urbanity and positioned in contrast to rural forestry. Ad-
hering to urban (victimhood) feminism could also add to a loss of power in a 
system where rurality overall had a subordinate position to urbanity. However, 
for the women forest owners who did identify with feminism and/or frame 
their network as a gender equality project, drawing on the normative status of 
urbanity and the national discourse of Sweden as modern and gender equal 
enabled them to bypass the stereotype of rural women as backwards and pre-
modern. For the interviewees situated in urban contexts in other aspects of 
their lives (urban residency or professional careers), adhering to marginalisa-
tion in forestry did not affect their (privileged) position in other (urban) 
spaces. 

The articulation of the women forest owners’ postfeminist performances 

was spatial in additional ways. Many interviewees related to ‘feminism’ and 

‘gender equality’ differently in different spaces. Some of them acknowledged 

that there is a need for feminism due to inequality in broader society but denied 
the existence of sexism and marginalisation (and thus the need for feminism) 
in forestry, which I argue is an expression of their solidarity with the spatial 
construction of forestry. Other interviewees reasoned in the opposite way, 
while rejecting feminism in relation to broader society, they could 
acknowledge the need for feminist collective action in (rural) forestry. 

The way the forest-owner women rejected marginalisation and sexism in 
forestry (and by extension the need for feminism) was also inherently spatial. 
They drew on a range of discursive moves to maintain their postfeminist per-
formances. One such move (although not explicitly spatial) was to use dis-
claimers, including claiming that sexism was rare, normalising experiences of 
sexism, or minimising the relevance of gender in favour of other attributes 
(such as confidence or knowledge) when explaining inequality. However, 
other moves were more clearly spatial, such as when interviewees rejected the 
status of victimhood for themselves but acknowledged the marginalisation of 
other women. This move served to maintain themselves as emancipated and 
push the need for feminism away from the self. A similar spatial move was to 
deny marginalisation in specific forestry spaces in which they themselves 
were situated but to acknowledge it in other forestry spaces or spaces outside 
of forestry. The women also used spatial-temporal moves that allocated ine-
quality to the past and equality to the present or the future (as the result of 
what was presented as a natural development towards equality), which ob-
structed efforts to deal with inequality in the present. However, all these dis-
cursive moves diminish the need for feminism and feminist collective action 
by deflecting attention from power relations and men, which leads to an indi-
vidualisation of inequality. 

Finally, an important aspect of how spatiality influences forest-owner 
women’s gendered performances is captured by the feminist political ecology 

understanding of how discourses operating at national and global scales are 
interpreted and expressed on the intimate scale, i.e., through performances. 
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The influence of the global discourse of neoliberalism, via its localised varie-
gated expression in the national Swedish forest policy, emerges in the forest-
owner women’s performances of ‘the active forest owner’. Similarly, the (ne-
oliberal) postfeminist sensibility is also a global discourse that is reflected in 
the nationalistic discourse of gender-equal Sweden and then, in turn, ex-
pressed in various ways in the individual postfeminist performances of the 
forest-owner women. 

Final remarks 
In summary, I have examined how women forest owners in women-only net-
works negotiate and perform gendered subjectivities in different ways. I have 
shown how the forest-owner women’s performances of alternative feminini-

ties and female masculinities challenged the male exclusivity to the forest-
owner category and legitimised the women as forest owners. However, the 
women’s performances of female forestry masculinities also endorsed the 

dominant position of masculinity in relation to femininity and should thus also 
be understood as complicit with hegemonic forestry masculinities. 
 The forest-owner women’s gendered performances were also produced and 

reproduced in relation to ‘the active forest owner’, which is a masculinist ex-

pression of the neoliberalisation of Swedish forest policy and governance. Be-
ing active was more closely connected to the entrepreneurial forest-owner 
masculinity, as it does not necessarily involve being physically active and ra-
ther envisioned being a knowledgeable entrepreneur managing the business of 
industrial timber production. 

The performance of ‘the active forest owner’ was a strategy for the women 

to be recognised as knowledgeable subjects in forestry. However, their per-
formances should also be understood as the gendered realisation of Swedish 
forest governance. Thus, the women’s efforts to become recognised in forestry 

also made them compliant subjects in neoliberalised Swedish forest govern-
ance. Nevertheless, the masculinised neoliberal version of the active forest 
owner was also challenged and negotiated to include feminine-coded social 
and/or environmental values based on ethics of care. The enactments of the 
different versions of the active forest owner were not clear-cut but rather am-
biguous and encompassed both resistance and compliance with the status quo. 
Nevertheless, even though the networks enabled an exploration of alternative 
visions for human-nature interaction, the challenges towards the masculinised 
neoliberal active forest-owner construct led to only marginal changes in man-
agement practices. 

Tension and ambiguity surrounded the framing of the women-only net-
works and their collective action. Although many of the women forest owners 
expressed a desire to disrupt the male domination within forestry, many of 
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them denied marginalisation and sexism and thus rejected (victimhood) femi-
nism and feminist framings of their separate organisation. I have argued that 
these positions are gendered performances based on a postfeminist sensibility, 
articulated, and maintained through various discursive moves to maintain 
themselves as emancipated. 

In this study, I have also shown how the forest-owner women’s gendered 

performances are permeated by spatialities and spatial power relations in for-
estry. First, I understand forestry as a social and economic space from which 
the women perform subjectivities. Second, the forestry space is associated 
with rurality, and women’s performances are negotiated in relation to the ten-

sions around the urban-rural dichotomy and urban hegemony. Third, the or-
ganisation of women-only networks and the women’s performances of alter-

native femininities and forestry masculinities were strategies to claim space in 
forestry. Fourth, the network spaces both mediated the prescriptions of con-
ventional forestry and neoliberalised forest policy and enabled explorations of 
alternative visions of forestry and challenges to the status quo. Fifth, there is 
also a spatiality to how discourses, such as neoliberalism and postfeminist dis-
courses, operating at global and national scales, inform the micropolitics of 
women’s gender performances in forestry. 

Contributions 
In broad terms, the findings in this study contribute to the overlapping fields 
of feminist geography, gender studies, environmental (forest) governance, and 
rural studies. More specifically, the findings expand knowledge about gen-
dered performances and the spatialities of gender in the literature on gender 
and forestry, which has not been thoroughly explored thus far. The findings 
also add to the knowledge of rural gender performances, as the performance 
of femininity has been understudied in rural contexts, and in masculinity stud-
ies, the focus is generally on men’s performances and not on women’s en-

gagement with masculinity. The analysis of women’s gendered policy perfor-
mances as forest owners contribute to the relatively marginal feminist theori-
sation of neoliberalised natures in industrial contexts in the global North. Fi-
nally, the findings contribute to postfeminist studies and the understanding of 
paradoxes in women’s collective action by exploring the spatialities of how 

postfeminism is performed and maintained. 
 In this thesis, I position myself as a feminist. In addition to the theoretical 
and empirical contributions, with this study also I make the following feminist 
contributions. First, ‘gender’ and ‘gender (in)equality’ in Swedish forestry are 

depoliticised and framed through a neoliberal business-oriented lens where 
women are targeted as lacking subjects in need of transformation towards a 
masculine ideal (Andersson et al., 2018; Johansson & Ringblom, 2017; 
Holmgren & Arora-Jonsson, 2015), and this study contributes to repoliticise 
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gender relations. My ambition is that by showing how the women forest own-
ers’ subjectivities are gendered and performed, it will enable the women in my 
study and others to see how different power relations are integral to Swedish 
forestry, which facilitates efforts to act on women’s marginalisation in for-

estry. Similarly, my intention is also that the analysis of the tensions around 
collective action in women-only networks and feminism may lead to a clearer 
rationale to act for gender equality. Second, to highlight other aspects of power 
as part of an intersectional analysis and articulate the integration of privilege 
and marginalisation for these women forest owners is an important feminist 
contribution, as it speaks to a broader discussion of social relations in envi-
ronmental governance and in Swedish forestry in particular. Third, from the 
perspective of feminist political ecology, an important contribution is that, by 
showing how forest policy is lived in gendered ways, which may have impli-
cations for land use and forest ecology, this study opens up a discussion of 
socioecological possibilities and different futures. 
 These feminist contributions are also relevant for policymakers. If we want 
to make the world more sustainable, just, and equal, it is important to under-
stand how discourses and policy are interpreted, lived, and performed by in-
dividuals in gendered ways. I hope that my work will contribute to critical 
engagement with gender and power by policymakers. A repoliticised notion 
of gender (including the intersection of other dimensions of power and social 
difference), gender equality, and women’s collective action are vital for a pol-
icy development in which power relations are addressed instead of obscured. 

Understanding how gendered policy performances have consequences for 
land use is also of vital importance for policymakers. A deeper understanding 
of the processes involved in gendered subjectivation could potentially be used 
to ensure a more effective implementation of any policy. However, my wish 
is that these findings will contribute to policy where the understanding of gen-
der and power does not entail transforming women to fit the production-ori-
ented masculine forestry ideal, but rather which challenge the hegemonic for-
estry masculinity and encourage multiple uses of forests. 

Further research 
In this thesis, I have examined how women forest owners in women-only net-
works negotiate and perform gendered subjectivities in different ways. I un-
derstand these performances as processes in which multiple social differences 
intersect, and I have discussed class, heterosexuality, and whiteness to varying 
degrees. However, of these different bases for social difference, whiteness and 
race is something that I have only briefly addressed. How whiteness and race 
play out in the performance of (gendered) subjectivities in forest management 
and governance in Sweden, as well as in the wider context of environmental 
governance in the global North, deserves more attention. Similarly, I believe 
a further exploration of gendered performances of social class and sexuality 
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in relation to forest ownership, governance, and management would further 
enrich our understanding of gender performances, how policy is lived and per-
formed, and the tensions around women’s collective organisation. 
 Another line of inquiry that deserves more attention in future research is 
the gendered interaction between forest owners and their forests. Such an en-
deavour could, for example, include more attention to gendered emotion and 
embodiment involved in forest ownership or the reciprocal effects of the in-
terlinkages between the materiality of forests, forestry, and forest owners. To 
truly grasp such processes, I believe a closer and continuous collaboration 
with research participants would be necessary. Such an inquiry would perhaps 
also benefit from a transdisciplinary collaboration with scholars in natural sci-
ence. 

During the interviews I conducted for this study, some women shared their 
experiences of sexism in Swedish forestry, which I ended up not including in 
the analysis (I have also addressed this in the methodology chapter, see the 
section labelled ‘Presentation of the material’). The #MeToo movement that 

started in 2017, including hashtag #slutavverkat (meaning ‘clear-felled’ and 

specifically addressing women’s experiences in the Swedish forest sector) 

published on Instagram, demonstrated how powerful sharing such experiences 
can be, and a further analysis of such experiences could be fruitful. There are 
some studies about such statements of sexism and harassment (Johansson et 
al. 2018; Grubbström & Powell, 2020), but there is still room for further ex-
ploration of how #MeToo affected gender relations and gender performances 
in Swedish forestry. Perhaps this is especially important in relation to the ten-
sions around women’s collective action (which I discuss in Paper III). As the 
fieldwork for my study was completed prior to #MeToo, such tensions and 
postfeminist expressions might have changed, which would be very interest-
ing to investigate. 
 Finally, the negotiation and performance of gendered subjectivities in en-
vironmental management and governance are important to understand in con-
texts other than Swedish forestry. By learning how these processes unfold in 
multiple places and spaces in relation to different environmental resources, we 
may gain a better understanding of how to create a more equal, just, and sus-
tainable world. 
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7. Svensk sammanfattning (Swedish 
summary) 

Allt bruk av naturresurser genomsyras av maktrelationer. Den här avhand-
lingen undersöker hur bruket av naturresursen skog påverkas av maktrelat-
ioner knutna till genus. Syftet är att identifiera och analysera hur kvinnor som 
äger skog och är aktiva i svenska nätverk för kvinnliga skogsägare, iscensätter 
könade subjektiviteter som skogsägare. I Sverige domineras skogsbruket av 
män, maskulinitet och patriarkala relationer som marginaliserar kvinnor. An-
delen kvinnliga skogsägare har dock ökat de senaste decennierna och utgör 
idag 38% av landets privata enskilda skogsägare. För att stärka deras ställning 
i skogsbruket har flera nätverk för kvinnliga skogsägare etablerats, med början 
under 1990-talet. Nätverken organiserar framför allt utbildning i form av till 
exempel föreläsningar och kurser, men fungerar också som arenor för stöd och 
erfarenhetsutbyte. 
 Avhandlingen är en kvalitativ studie där 37 kvinnor i sex olika svenska 
nätverk för kvinnliga skogsägare har deltagit. Fältarbete genomfördes 2013–

2015 och det empiriska materialet består av semistrukturerade intervjuer, del-
tagande observation och texter som nätverken producerat. Deltagarna, nätver-
ken och de geografiska områden där nätverken är aktiva har alla anonymise-
rats för att deltagarna inte ska kunna identifieras. Studien utgår från feminist-
isk geografi och bygger på en poststrukturell förståelse av genus som relation-
ella, rumsliga, intersektionella och performativa processer. I avhandlingens 
kontext påverkas dessa genusskapande processer av den övergripande styr-
ningen av svenskt skogsbruk, och genusskapandet påverkar deltagarnas relat-
ion till skogen och skogsförvaltningen.  
 Avhandlingen består av en kappa (dvs. den inledande text som knyter sam-
man de olika delarna i avhandlingen) och tre artiklar. Kappan presenterar syf-
tet och studiens forskningsfrågor, introducerar det vetenskapliga fältet och 
studiens kontext, samt de teoretiska och metodologiska utgångspunkter som 
avhandlingen bygger på. Kappan innehåller även en avslutande diskussion där 
avhandlingens syfte och frågeställningar besvaras. I de tre artiklarna diskute-
ras olika aspekter av deltagarnas könade iscensättningar som kvinnliga skogs-
ägare. 

I Artikel I analyseras hur de kvinnliga skogsägarna tog plats i skogsbruks-
sammanhang. De separata arenor som nätverken erbjuder gjorde det möjligt 
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för kvinnorna att navigera i förhållande till skogsbrukets dominerande mas-
kulinitetsideal, och på så sätt stå emot en underordnad position. Kvinnorna tog 
plats genom att iscensätta alternativa femininiteter och/eller kvinnliga former 
av maskulinitet, såsom den starka skogsägaren eller skogsägarentreprenören.  

Genom dessa iscensättningar fick kvinnorna tillträde till både symboliska 
och materiella rum som innebar att de fullt ut kunde anses tillhöra kategorin 
skogsägare. Många av kvinnorna besatt även priviligierade positioner, till ex-
empel i form av heterosexualitet och medelklasstillhörighet, vilket bidrog till 
att iscensättningar av kvinnlig maskulinitet genererade status snarare än stig-
matisering. Dessutom präglades kvinnornas könade iscensättningar av den 
rumsliga maktrelationen mellan stad och land. Samtidigt som iscensättning-
arna gav dem tillhörighet till kategorin skogsägaren så förstärkte iscensätt-
ningarna av kvinnliga maskuliniteter också maskuliniteters överordnade po-
sition i relation till femininiteter. 
 I Artikel II analyseras hur de kvinnliga skogsägarnas könade iscensätt-
ningar påverkades av det nyliberala synsättet inom svenskt skogsbruks poli-
cyprogram. Analysen visar att kvinnornas könade iscensättningar som skogs-
ägare är starkt kopplade till idén om den aktiva skogsägaren. Att vara aktiv 
innebär inte nödvändigtvis att vara fysiskt aktiv i skogsbruket, utan snarare att 
vara en kunnig entreprenör orienterad mot industriell skogsproduktion. Ef-
tersom det finns en föreställning om att kvinnor i skogsbruket behöver utbildas 
och förändras så är iscensättningen av den maskulint kodade aktiva skogsäga-
ren ett sätt för kvinnorna att bli erkända som kunskapsbärande subjekt i skogs-
bruket. Samtidigt blir sådana iscensättningar också en del av hur utformningen 
av svensk policy och styrning av skogsbruket förverkligas och efterlevs i prak-
tiken. 

Föreställningen om den aktiva skogsägaren formades också av den hierar-
kiska maktrelationen mellan stad och land. Skogsägarkollektivet som helhet 
ansågs tillhöra landsbygden medan både statliga och icke-statliga aktörer, 
vilka kritiserade det industriella skogsbruket ur ett miljöperspektiv, uppfatta-
des som företrädare för det urbana och dess dominans över landsbygden. 
Kvinnornas iscensättningar som aktiva skogsägare kan därför också förstås 
som ett sätt att göra motstånd mot den urbana (miljöorienterade) normen, sam-
tidigt som dessa iscensättningar, paradoxalt nog, delvis också karaktäriserades 
av en affärsmässig medelklassurbanitet. 

Även om den maskulint kodade produktionsorienterade förståelsen av den 
aktiva skogsägaren var stark i kvinnonätverken, så erbjöd nätverken också ut-
rymme att omförhandla betydelsen av att vara aktiv. I nätverken formulerades 
alternativa betydelser av att vara aktiv, baserade på en omvårdnadsetik som 
lyfte fram feminint kodade sociala och miljömässiga värden i skogen. De här 
alternativa betydelserna av att vara en aktiv skogsägare utmanade i viss ut-
sträckning den maskulint kodade produktionsorienterade normen. De kvinn-
liga skogsägarnas iscensättningar av den aktiva skogsägaren var emellertid 
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motsägelsefulla, de både utmanade och bekräftade status quo. Förhandling-
arna kring vad som utmärker en aktiv skogsägare erbjöd ett utrymme för al-
ternativa föreställningar om människans relation till skogen, även om detta i 
begränsad utsträckning faktiskt påverkade skogsbrukets praktik. 

Artikel III fokuserar på de kvinnliga skogsägarnas förhållande till den kol-
lektiva organiseringen i kvinnonätverk. Bland kvinnorna fanns det en utbredd 
ovilja att beskriva kvinnonätverken som feministiska projekt, och i många fall 
även som jämställdhetsprojekt. Denna ovilja bör förstås som könade iscensätt-
ningar vilket speglar en nyliberal postfeministisk diskurs som också genom-
syras av rumsliga maktrelationer inom skogsbruket kopplade till relationen 
mellan stad och land. Inom denna diskurs förkastas feminismen genom att 
framställas som extrem och radikal. Samtidigt framställs jämställdhet som nå-
got som redan åstadkommits vilket gör feminism och jämställdhetsarbete 
överflödiga. Den postfeministiska diskursen förstärks av nyliberala idéer om 
individualism och det oberoende subjektet, vilka står i skarp kontrast till 
feminismens idéer om strukturellt förtryck och kollektiv organisering.  

Trots att många av skogsägarkvinnorna uttryckte en vilja att bryta den man-
liga dominansen i skogsbruket (där många hade upplevt marginalisering och 
sexism) fanns det också ett motstånd mot att beskriva, framför allt det egna 
jaget, som marginaliserat (och därmed i behov av feminism och/eller jäm-
ställdhetsarbete) eller att använda vad som ansågs som radikala formuleringar 
(dvs. att använda ord som feminism eller ibland även jämställdhet) i och om 
nätverken. Analysen visare att kvinnornas avståndstagande från jämställdhets-
retorik och/eller feminism bör förstås som en strategi för att åstadkomma för-
ändring inom ramen för den postfeministiska diskursen.  

Genom att identifiera och analysera hur kvinnliga skogsägare förhandlar 
och iscensätter femininiteter och maskuliniteter visar avhandlingen samman-
taget hur rumsliga genusskapande processer genomsyrar vår naturresursan-
vändning. Avhandlingen bidrar till flera överlappande forskningsfält som fe-
ministisk geografi, genusstudier, miljöstyrning, naturresursförvaltning och 
landsbygdsstudier. Mer specifikt bidrar avhandlingens resultat till att öka kun-
skapen om könade iscensättningar och genuskapandets rumsligheter inom ge-
nus och skogsbruk, vilket tidigare inte undersökts i större utsträckning. Av-
handlingen bidrar också till ökad kunskap om kvinnors genusskapande i relat-
ion till föreställningar om landsbygden, särskilt vad gäller kvinnors iscensätt-
ningar av maskulina diskurser. Analysen av de kvinnliga skogsägarnas 
iscensättning av den nyliberala policykonstruktionen den aktiva skogsägaren 
bidrar till den relativt marginella feministiska forskningen om nyliberaliserad 
naturresursförvaltning i industriella kontexter i det globala nord. Slutligen bi-
drar avhandlingens resultat till en ökad förståelse av paradoxerna i kvinnors 
organisering genom att belysa hur postfeministiska iscensättningar förhandlas 
och upprätthålls. 
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